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The new millennium has seen various initiatives implemented to prevent and curb anti-
LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) bullying in the United States.  These 
initiatives include anti-discrimination policies and programs that raise awareness about 
LGBT identities and diversity in schools.  Conservative reaction against these initiatives, 
in the form of both legislation and rhetoric, has been swift.  The dissertation examines 
how opponents of prevention and intervention (OPI) have used discourse to resist the 
efforts of curbing and preventing anti-LGBT bullying in schools.  Specifically, I 
undertake an investigation of how opponents of prevention initiatives used diagnostic and 
motivational frames – concepts from Snow and Benford’s collective action theory and 
Loseke’s extension better known as social problems construction.  My particular concern 
is with the designation of and mobilization around social problems (anti-bullying) vis-à-
vis an already-designated problem (bullying).  My analysis suggests a variety of 
messages about bullying (not a big deal) and the ‘real’ offenders (activists), and devices 
to motivate action – both substantive (e.g., persecution rhetoric) and discursive (e.g., 
orientational metaphors).  These frames redefine harm and arouse concern to preserve 
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INTRODUCTION – ANTI-LGBT BULLYING AND ANTI-
PREVENTION DISCOURSE 
 
Carl Joseph Walker-Hoover, an eleven year-old football player and Boy Scout from 
Springfield, Massachusetts, hung himself with an extension cord in his room at home on 
April 6, 2009, after continuous anti-gay abuse at school (James 2009).  Ten days later, on 
April 16, Jaheem Herrera, an eleven-year-old from Georgia, hung himself with a fabric 
belt after similarly relentless anti-gay teasing at school (Simon 2009).  In the United 
States, ninety three percent of youth reported hearing antigay slurs occasionally while 
fifty percent reported hearing them daily (National Mental Health Association 2002).  
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2009) reported that from 2001 to 2009 
eight out of ten LGBT students were verbally harassed due to their sexual orientation and 
one out of five was physically assaulted.  Russell and Joyner (2001) found that lesbian, 
gay, and bisexual adolescents in grades seven to twelve youth were more than twice as 
likely as their straight peers to have attempted suicide.  By any measure, up close or via 
aggregated statistics, anti-LGBT bullying is a serious problem.   
 
One would be mistaken, however, in thinking that the anti-LGBT bullying phenomenon 
is an experience suffered by LGBT youth only.  The harm of anti-LGBT bullying has an 
impact on not just LGBT students but straight-identified students as well.  90 percent of 




straight-identified boys who were incessantly humiliated with homophobic slurs (Kimmel 
and Mahler 2003).  Indeed, Pascoe (2007) found that the stigma of being called or 
perceived as gay or “girly” was so severe that straight boys in schools feared being 
perceived as such so much that they called one another “fag” to claim one’s masculinity.  
It is evident that anti-LGBT bullying has devastating effects and it remains a 
commonplace in the lives of many youth in school. 
 
In light of the effects of anti-LGBT bullying, policymakers, educators, and researchers 
have sought to create safer schools.  Anti-bullying and anti-discrimination “enumeration 
policies,” 1 intervention of educators and school officials, the availability of support and 
information related to LGBT concerns, curricular inclusion LGBT individuals and related 
issues, and the availability of school-based support groups such as the commonly known 
“gay-straight alliances” are examples of practices and programs recently implemented in 
the United States (Russell 2011).  In addition, so-called enumeration laws are designed to 
protect students from discrimination by explicitly identifying what kind of behaviors (e.g. 
verbal abuse, physical assault, etc.) are prohibited and what groups or categories of 
students (e.g. sexual minorities, racial minorities, etc.) are to be protected (GLSEN 2009).  
These prevention efforts have proven promising in their effects.  Students in schools with 
enumeration reported witnessing less harassment due to sexual orientation than those in 
                                            
1 The term enumeration refers to the enumerating of victim categories (GLSEN 2015). 




schools without enumeration, i.e. 36 percent versus 52 percent in a study conducted by 
GLSEN.  Students in schools with enumeration policies are less likely to report 
harassment than those in schools without enumeration policies: 33 percent versus 44 
percent in that study (GLSEN 2009).   
 
These policies thus offer proactive initiatives on an institutional level to protect LGBT 
students (among others) against harassment and bullying.  They represent official backing 
for school officials and teachers to create harassment-free school environments (Russell 
and McGuire 2008).  Enumeration legislation “directly acknowledges the particularly 
insidious threat of anti-gay bullying and sends an unambiguous message that homophobic 
behavior is intolerable on school grounds” (Connolly 2010:261).  A 2004 study shows 
that in California where such enumeration policies are in place, LGBT students feel safer 
and experience less anti-LGBT harassment in schools (O’Shaughnessy, Russell, Heck, 
Calhoun, and Laub 2004).   
 
In addition to such laws, recent decades have seen campaigns to raise awareness and 
encourage would-be victims.  The White House carries out so-called anti-bullying 
summits and maintains a website about bullying (Patrick, Bell, Huang, Lazarakis, and 
Edwards 2013).  Celebrities are vocal about their anti-LGBT bullying stance.  Musician 
Lady Gaga founded the Born This Way Foundation to raise awareness, promote empathy 
for anti-LGBT victims and encourage victims to be strong and resilient (Bennett 2014).  




consists of inspirational videos posted by ordinary people and celebrities to urge 
LGBTQ2 youth not to kill themselves because of bullying (Grzanka and Mann 2014). 
 
While celebrities, policymakers, educators, and researchers are strategizing about how to 
stop bullying, opponents of intervention (henceforth OPI), mostly persons identified with 
right-wing Christianity, have criticized and rejected the intervention and prevention 
efforts.  In some states, OPI have managed to eliminate LGBT-inclusive language in 
enumerated provisions and anti-bullying policies.  They object to those policies as part of 
a “gay agenda” (Weddle and New 2011) and argue that gay activists are unfairly 
portraying them as bigots (Goldman 2010). 
 
These oppositional voices have had an impact on several legislatures in the U.S.  They 
were so powerful that in 2012 Missouri lawmakers came up with a provision that banned 
enumeration in the anti-bullying statute.  This prohibition would prevent LGBT and other 
minority students from getting “special treatment” (Meneses and Grimm 2012).  OPI in 
that state managed to include a provision, which The Riverfront Times, a Saint Louis 
newspaper, called the “Don’t Say Gay” bill (Garrison 2012).  The provision not only 
eliminates but explicitly prohibits any LGBT-inclusive language – that is, mention of 
LGBT or sexual orientation – in school programs that prevent bullying.  Currently, eight 
states – Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, 
                                            




and Utah – have laws similar to Missouri’s that marginalize and stigmatize LGBT 
students and restrict discussions of homosexuality (Harlow and Probst 2011; Rodriguez 
2013). 
 
Besides restricting discussions of homosexuality, all of these laws contain explicit 
language that depicts homosexuality as wrong, unacceptable, and sometimes even as a 
criminal offense (e.g. Ala. Code § 16-40A-2 1992; Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 15-716(C) 
2009; La. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 17: 281 2006).  For example, Alabama Code – Section 16-
40A-2 requires that contents in sex education program or curriculum must include “[a]n 
emphasis, in a factual manner and from a public health perspective, that homosexuality is 
not a lifestyle acceptable to the general public and that homosexual conduct is a criminal 
offense under the laws of the state.” 
 
In 2011 Tennessee legislators took Missouri’s lead.  The Tennessee Senate passed the 
Classroom Protection Act, which was nicknamed the “Don’t Say Gay Bill,” but failed to 
pass in the House (Shahid 2011; Sanders 2013).  In 2014 conservative political leaders in 
Tennessee filed the Religious Viewpoints Antidiscrimination Act (nicknamed “License to 
Bully” bill by the media)3 which attempted to amend anti-bullying statutes in Tennessee 
to ensure that school staff “does not discriminate against a student’s publicly stated 
                                            




voluntary expression of a religious viewpoint;”4 in other words, students would be 
allowed to express religious condemnation of homosexuality.  If it had passed, it would 
have created a religious exemption for bullies expressing their disapproval of any sexual 
minorities or gender (Sanders 2013).  These antigay oppositional voices have created an 
extra challenge for gay right advocates and lawmakers in an attempt to provide LGBT 
students with comprehensive statutory protections (Meneses and Grimm 2012). 
 
With increasing public support for gay rights in recent years, OPI’s anti-LGBT beliefs 
and values are purportedly under attack.  Linda Harvey of Mission America, a Christian 
conservative, said in 2011 that “homosexual activism is very, very destructive…  They 
are undermining of course religious liberty for believers” (Tashman 2011). 
TrueTolerance.org, a Christian conservative website, warns parents about the harm of 
anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts by accusing such efforts of “promot(ing) school 
activities that would single out or ostracize religious and/or socially conservative 
students” (Focus on the Family 2014).  Thus, OPI claim a victim position and construct a 
new social problem as part of that claim – the “problem” of LGBT activism.   
 
Role-switching is not a maneuver unique to OPI.  Men claiming oppression by feminism 
and whites claiming racism due to affirmative action policies are other examples 
                                            





(Duerringer 2013).  Persecution rhetoric is clarified in Williams’ (1991) The Alchemy of 
Race and Rights.  Critiquing Mayor Koch’s urging of black protesters in Howard Beach 
to have compassion for white residents who were upset about the protest march through 
“their” streets, she argued, “Koch was in effect, pleading for acceptance of privatization 
of public space.  This is the de facto equivalent of segregation; it is exclusion in the guise 
of deep-moated property ‘interests’ and ‘values.’  Lost is the fact that the object of 
discussion, the street, is public” (42-43).  In other words, Koch was depicting the 
dominant group as the victims.  Hegemonic groups can roll back “the reform of structural 
inequality by claiming that such policies constitute the exact sort of injustice they aim to 
ameliorate” (Duerringer 2013:320).  Not only can such reverse discrimination claims 
sustain the hegemony of the dominant group, they undermine victims’ experiences.  
 
Bayley (1991) distinguishes victimization from other forms of loss or misfortune.  
Victims meet these three criteria:  
(1)  they have suffered a loss or some significant decrease in well-being unfairly 
or undeservedly and in such a manner that they were helpless to prevent the loss, 
(2)  the loss has an identifiable cause; and 
(3)  the legal or moral context of the loss entitles the sufferers of the loss to social 
concern (53). 
 
Thus, according to Bayley (1991), people who lost some privilege that they had enjoyed 




requires people who suffer loss for not just being “acted upon” but “acted upon by an 
identifiable agent” (Bayley 1991:54).  A person who died peacefully in his sleep is not a 
victim but one who died in the hands of a murderer is.  The third criterion, the most 
relevant to social justice, is that a loss sufferer is “morally entitled to concern” (54), 
meaning that the victim would demand moral sympathy.  In this sense, if an observer of 
victimization feels indifferent instead of sympathetic, his/her response will be judged as 
morally inappropriate (Bayley 1991).  For example, the person who loses money in a 
casino may provoke sympathy but does not demand it morally in the way that a person 
who loses his or her life savings to a Ponzi scheme does.  Particularly associated to this 
“morally-entitled-to-concern” criterion is the privileged category of children.  Any harm 
imposed on kids is a big concern.  OPI has switched perpetrator/victim roles.   
 
The theoretical literature on social problem construction, likewise attentive to discursive 
constructions, provides a context for understanding OPI’s claims beyond victimage.  
Benford and Snow’s (2000) theoretical perspective elucidates the framing processes that 
engender social movements as a particular form of collective action.  Less concerned 
with sociopolitical movements, Loseke’s (2003) social problem theorizing gets specific 
about the claim making strategies utilized in the construction of social problems.   
 
This dissertation will deploy Loseke’s theory to understand OPI’s diagnosis of a gay 
activism problem and strategies for motivating the public to address that problem.  As 




constructed.  It remains an open question as to whether the reclaiming and reconstructing 
– the case where victims and problems have already been named – add complexity to the 
claims processes.  As a critical discourse analyst and an equal rights advocate, I am aware 
of my position vis-à-vis the project.  I come to this dissertation research with the hope 
that its findings could guide messaging of social policies and programs, and that they 
might help neutralize the deleterious heteronormative structure.  It promises to shed light 
on the strategic language used to sustain heterosexist power to dominate, marginalize, 
and subjugate gender nonconforming and non-heterosexual groups.   
 
Dismantling the Victimization Platform 
Increased public acceptance and support of LGBT in the U.S. has caused OPI to change 
their discourse.  It used to be that the antigay discourse took on a harshly derogatory tone 
consisting of negative descriptors such as deviant, sinful, disgusting, and unnatural to 
depict LGBT people.  With the increased acceptance of LGBT individuals, particularly 
the positive portrayals of them in the media and celebrities’ coming out, these negative 
descriptors have been neutralized.  In other words, gay bashing discourse does not have 
the dominance-sustaining power that it once had.  The new discourse appears to involve 
an it’s-not-you-it’s-me strategy.  Taking on the “powerless” victim role, OPI’s discourse 
depicts themselves as the victim in a religious persecution story (Goldman 2010; Monk 





The role-switching, or the move to a subordinate victim claim, is particularly worthy of 
scrutiny because it reflects the discourse discursive maintenance of larger structures of 
inequality (Fairclough 1992).  The fluidity of role-switching is an advantage that only the 
dominant group possesses for example, a rapist can argue that the victim seduced him, 
thus making himself the victim.  Likewise, a bully can argue that it is his/her right to 
harass LGBT students because of religious beliefs, and if such behavior is prohibited, 
then their freedom of expression is violated making them the victim while making gay 
rights activists the bullies.  Thus, the power in discursive practices is unequal and 
hegemonic discourses have the power to fabricate roles. 
 
OPI’s rhetoric of false victimhood is missing in the current literature related to anti-
LGBT bullying.  This research fills in the gap by treating anti-LGBT bullying as an issue 
of rigid adherence to the binary gender roles and “compulsory heterosexuality” and 
examining OPI’s power preservation through their reconstruction of victimhood.  This 
project delineates the way OPI construct and maintain the dominance of 
heteronormativity in the discourse of anti-LGBT bullying and elucidates the function of 
perpetrator-victim role switching. 
 
The political discourses of victimhood often consists of what Holmes (1993) defined as 
“illicit discourses,” whose aim is to: 
(re-establish) the boundaries, terms, and idioms of political struggle. The 




parasitic, drawing strength from corruption, ineptitude, obsolescence, and 
lost relevance of established political dogmas and agendas.  Its 
practitioners negotiate and map the points of contradiction and fatigue of 
particular positions. They scavenge the detritus of decaying politics, 
probing areas of deceit and deception. By doing so they invoke displaced 
histories and reveal deformed moralities. They strive to introduce the 
unvoiced and unspeakable into public debate (258). 
In his descriptions of the changing discourses in political social movements, Holmes 
“illicit discourse” brings us to the observation that OPI’s discourse is “deconstructive” in 
that they have reconstructed the victimization in their repackaging of the anti-LGBT 
bullying social problem.  With the increased public support of LGBT rights and 
acceptance of them, the notion of the gay pariahs and the resulting denial of their rights 
have become obsolete.  Such acceptance of gay rights demonstrates the public’s 
understanding of the persecution and oppression experienced by LGBT, which is, to use 
Holmes’ (1993) terms, “voiced and speakable.”  OPI’s anti-LGBT position has 
considerably lost its relevance in the contemporary “political dogmas and agendas.”  
Thus, by equating their loss of privilege to discriminate against LGBT people with 
persecution and oppression, they have pushed such equation, which was previously 






The push of victimization to the realm of the speakable carries the corollary that power 
can be consolidated through discourse.  Indeed, as Holmes (1993) explains: “When 
political authority is in question and intellectual consensus in doubt, the ethical 
imperative is to draw the reader through these complexities (perpetrator-victim role 
switching) compelling them to render discrimination” (278).  In the competition of 
disassembling and preserving the privilege to oppress, “competing ‘truths’ struggle for 
ascendency,” and to win this competition, OPI “actively reframe and recontextualize 
political positions” (Holmes 1993:278).  Therefore, scholarship of the oppressive system 
calls for the understanding of the justification of oppression.  In this case, the justification 
comes from OPI’s victimhood construction.   
 
Power consolidation through the rhetoric of victimhood, by elites who assume the role of 
agents of gender socialization and heteronormativity, highlights the discursive structure.  
Such inquiry is lacking in the current pool of research regarding anti-LGBT bullying.  
This project fills in the gap by elucidating the way OPI construct and maintain 
heteronormative power in the discourse of anti-LGBT bullying and the utility of bully-
victim role switching.  In doing so, neutralizing the opposition to anti-oppression work or 
dissolving the privilege to discriminate requires not only delegitimizing the opponents’ 
cause but dismantling the premises they use to construct false victimhood.  
 
This research project is innovative in its case study – the opposition of anti-LGBT 




undertaken.  That unique case allows me to engage the social problem and victimhood 
construction literature on a novel question: how do claim-makers usurp claims and 
redefine victims? 
 
In the next chapter (Chapter 2) I review the literature on anti-LGBT bullying and 
victimization.  I discuss the deleterious effects of such bullying behavior and the 
heteronormative structure that encourages such behavior.  I also address the gap in the 
literature that I intend to fill: elucidating the way OPI utilize the trope of victimhood to 
construct and preserve dominant power and to sustain the heteronormative structure in 
the discourse of anti-LGBT bullying.  Chapter 3 offers a discussion of the theoretical 
framework for this project.  I use Loseke’s (2003) social constructionist approach to 
explain OPI’s reconstruction of the social problem related to anti-LGBT bullying 
prevention efforts.  In Chapter 4 I describe my methodological procedures. I introduce 
critical discourse analysis (CDA) as my methodology to inquire into the undertaking of 
OPI’s social problem construction.  Chapter 5 and 6 present the findings of my analysis.  
In Chapter 5 diagnostic framing is seen to negate the bullying problem, reconstructing 
“the” problem as one of LGBT activism.  In Chapter 6, I show that motivational framing 
animates people to act by connecting LGBT activism with the core cultural threats of 
gender order disruption and the promotion of child sexuality.  These threats are featured 
in persecution narratives.  Lastly, Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation and projects 
theoretical, methodological, and policy implications.  A key finding of my project is its 





ANTI-LGBT BULLYING: HARM AND BROADER CONTEXT 
 
In this chapter I examine the harmful effects of anti-LGBT bullying and situate such 
bullying within a larger context of homophobia and gender rigidity.  That is, I reveal the 
nature and network of harms that befall LGBT youth, but not only LGBT youth.  The 
chapter constructs an understanding of the problem that prevention initiatives were 
intended to address.   
 
The Effects of Anti-LGBT Bullying 
The harm of anti-LGBT bullying is severe and it is prevalent. In a Human Rights Watch 
study in which 140 LGBT youth from age 12 to 21 from across the United States were 
interviewed (October 1999 to October 2000), LGBT youth consistently reported severe 
and persistent anti-LGBT bullying consisting of harassment, physical attacks, property 
damage, and social exclusion.  According to the data from this study, which included 
interviews with non-LGBT students, LGBT youth were almost three times more likely 
than their non-LGBT peers to be assaulted or get into at least one physical fight, were 
three times more likely to be threatened or injured with a weapon, and were four times 
more likely to skipped school because of feeling unsafe (Human Rights Watch 2001).   
 
Likewise, according to the 2011 National School Climate Survey conducted and 




Greytak, Bartkiewicz, Boesen, and Palmer 2011), in 2010, 63.5 percent of LGBT 
students reporting feeling unsafe in school due to their sexual orientation.  Approximately 
32 percent of LGBT students missed at least one school day in the past month due to 
feeling unsafe.  The GLSEN study found that 81.9 percent of students were verbally 
harassed (e.g. name-calling or threats) due to their sexual orientation and 38.3 percent of 
students physically harassed (e.g. pushing, shoving) on that basis.  The study showed that 
18.3 percent of students were physically assaulted (e.g. punching, kicking, injuring with 
weapons) due to sexual orientation and 55.2 percent of LGBT students were harassed 
electronically (e.g. texting, posting on Facebook), via what has come to be called 
cyberbullying.   
 
Rivers (2001) also found that anti-gay bullying was related to absenteeism in school 
years.  Based on Rivers (2001) retrospective survey with sixty LGBT adults, participants 
reported that bullying due to sexual orientation started at around the age of ten or eleven, 
and the victimization occurred once or several times a week and go on for more than four 
years.  Rivers (2001) concluded that psychological intimidation (e.g. threatening stares), 
public humiliation, and theft of personal belongings contributed to absenteeism.   
 
Schools’ anti-gay climate yields a host of adverse mental health consequences for gay 
youth.  Relative to their straight peers, LGBT children and adolescents report 
significantly higher depression and anxiety levels, as well as lower self-esteem levels due 




Rivers (2000, 2001, 2004) found that the experience of anti-gay bullying was pervasive 
among LGBT youth and was associated with higher rates of depression and post-
traumatic stress and depression in adulthood.  A report based on the 2009 Massachusetts 
Youth Risk Behavior Survey showed that 24.7 percent of gay or bisexual students had 
attempted suicide from 2003 to 2009 compared to 5.6 percent of their non-gay/bisexual 
peers, 8.8 percent of gay or bisexual students had received medical treatment due to 
suicide attempt compared to just 2 percent of other students, and 17.3 percent of gay or 
bisexual students were threatened or hurt with a weapon compared to just 6 percent of 
other students (Massachusetts Department of Public Health 2011).   
 
School officials and teachers seem to rarely intervene in the harassment and assaults.  
The GLSEN study determined that more than 60 percent of LGBT students who 
experienced harassment and assault in school did not report the victimization to school 
staff; and 36.7 percent of LGBT students who reported the victimization stated that 
school staff did not do anything in response.  The findings of this study indicated that 
homophobic remarks are a norm in secondary school culture.  According to the survey, 
the students were less likely to restrict the use of homophobic remarks in the presence of 
school staff compared to other types of derogatory remarks such as racial slurs.  When 
students used homophobic remarks in front of school staff, the students’ behavior was 





Anti-LGBT bullying is a modeled behavior.  Based on GLSEN’s 2011 National School 
Climate Survey, Kosciw et al. (2011) found that whereas 84.9 percent of students heard 
“gay” used derogatorily (e.g., “That’s so gay”) regularly at school and 71.3 percent heard 
other anti-gay terms such as “dyke” or “faggot” frequently, a disturbing 56.9 percent – 
more than half – reported hearing anti-gay remarks from their teachers or other school 
employees.  They also found that school officials regularly dismissed or mistreated 
LGBT youth who sought out help (Kosciw et al. 2011).  Failure to protect LGBT students 
on the part of school officials has two ramifications it violates the right of students to 
receive education in a safe environment, and it teaches bullies that such harassment is 
acceptable (Meyer 2009; Berger 2005).  It is not surprising then that LGBT victims of 
bullying often lack access to support networks to help them cope with such traumas.  
They are often not open or ready to talk about their sexual identities to their families, 
peers, or teachers, and when they do open up to talk about their sexual identity they all 
too frequently encounter hostility (PFAW 2012).   
 
The foregoing discussion has emphasized harm of anti-LGBT bullying to LGBT youth.  
But such aggression and the homophobic and heterosexist school environments in which 
it thrives can also affect students who are not LGBT.  Note that gender-nonconforming 
individuals may in fact be heterosexuals whose appearance in some way does not 
conform to normative gender roles.  Several studies found that gender nonconformity 
(gay or straight) is associated with negative outcomes for male youth (Young and 




Sweeting (2005) found that gender nonconforming boys had fewer male friends, were 
lonely, often bullied, and suffered greater psychological distress than gender conforming 
boys; thereby, male youth with gender nonconforming appearance or behaviors (but not 
necessarily LGBT) seemed to be a developmental issue for them.  In another study, 
Gruber and Fineran (2008) found that compared to female students, male students 
regardless of their sexual orientation suffer greater depression and anxiety because of 
antigay slurs.  Gruber and Fineran (2008) noted that boys (regardless of sexual 
orientation) identified antigay slurs as the most upsetting insult whereas for girls the 
worst insult was spreading sexual rumors about them. 
 
Anti-LGBT in Intersectional Context 
Anti-LGBT bullying is situated within a much larger web of oppression, with visible 
anchors in the projects of homophobia and gender policing.  The motivation for anti-
LGBT bullying is significantly associated with the valuing of masculine characteristics 
over feminine ones (Phoenix, Frosh, and Pattman 2003; Pascoe 2007) making anti-LGBT 
bullying not just an issue of injustice experienced by LGBT youth but a much larger 
social harm – the strict expectation of gender conformity.  In her ethnographic study of 
high schools students, Pascoe (2007) found that straight boys were so afraid of being 
attached to the feminine traits or perceived as gay that they monitored the way they 
talked and acted (this often means becoming more aggressive) to avoid being called a 





Indeed, Phoenix, Frosh, and Pattman’s (2003) study demonstrates the extent to which 
non-LGBT students fear antigay labels being attached to them.  They interviewed seventy 
eight boys between the ages of eleven and fourteen from twelve different schools in 
London.  They conducted these interviews individually and in groups, with questions 
concerned with homophobia and bullying.  Tellingly, about twenty six out of seventy 
eight boys preferred to be interviewed individually because they perceived such 
participation as a threat to their masculinity.  In the interviews, all of the seventy eight 
boys reported that use of homophobic epithets was common in schools and they would be 
upset if these epithets were used on them.  As Phoenix at al. point out: 
Boys had to be careful about what they did or said for fear of being called gay or 
effeminate – both of which they invariably found upsetting.  In this sense, their 
identities were ‘policed’ in that they were scrutinized for lack of conformity to a 
core, heterosexual notion of appropriate masculinity and ‘deviations’ were 
punished through name calling and/or ostracism (2003:188). 
 
Such gender-conformity “policing” can have a nefarious impact on school safety.  
Kimmel and Mahler (2003) reported that, in the period between 1982 and 2001, almost 
all incidents of random school shootings involved male shooters (the perpetrators were 
male in all cases) who reportedly had been abused by peers for “inadequate gender 
performance” (1440).  The shooters in these school shootings were not harassed because 
they were homosexual, but because they were shy, artistic, bookish, nonathletic, 




not conform to the ideal image of masculinity such as athleticism or muscularity.  Theirs 
was “inadequate gender performance.”  Kimmel and Mahler (2003) conclude that 
prejudice toward gender nonconformity, especially for boys, underwrites such eventual 
tragedies. 
 
Therefore, although gender nonconforming children are mainly LGBT, it is a mistake to 
think that gender-based bullying is a problem affecting only LGBT students.  As Joyce 
Hunter (2008:2) contends: 
Whether a young person is gay or straight, behaviors or dress that appear outside 
the social norms for males or females can trigger bullying.  Those male youth 
who are seen as “effeminate,” or female youth who are seen as too “butch,” are 
targets for “gay bashing.”  While a high correlation has been found between 
lesbian/gay orientation and gender nonconformity, straight youth can also be 
“mistaken” for lesbian/gay and victimized as a result. 
According to Hunter (2008), anti-LGBT bullying is therefore not so much about the 
identity of sexual orientation but rather it is concerned with gender expression.  At the 
core of the stigma is not homosexuality, nor is it its practice; instead, the central problem 
is effeminacy of boys and masculine appearance of girls.  How, then, do children learn to 
hold prejudicial attitudes against peers who do not display socially expected gender 





Antigay prejudice and discrimination are inextricably tied to gender socialization.  
Homosexuality is viewed as an infringement of “compulsory heterosexuality” and a 
breach of conventional gender roles (Rich 2003; Pascoe 2007).  These gender role 
violations demonize non-heterosexual individuals.  Such demonization has very often 
caused prejudice, discrimination, and even violence, by heterosexuals against actual and 
perceived sexual minorities, particularly gay men (Herek 2002; Van Der Meer 2003; 
Davies 2004; Alden and Parker 2005; Barron, Struckman-Johnson, Quevillon, and Banka 
2008; Cohen, Tuttle, and Hall 2009). 
 
Through socialization boys learn to adopt socially accepted male traits such as 
dominance, strength, and assertiveness, whereas girls learn to adopt socially accepted 
female traits such as submissiveness and passivity (Lorber 1994).  Often on a 
subconscious level, gender socialization maintains a patriarchal gender order in which 
men are the dominant group while women, the subordinate group (Johnson 1997).  
Homosexuality challenges this gender order and it is viewed as being in conflict with 
what is “good” for the society (Hansen 1982; Kimmel 2007; Barron et al. 2008).  Non-
LGBT individuals whose gender expression is inconsistent with the socially accepted 
gender roles are often stereotyped as being gay.  Gay people whose gender expression is 
consistent with the gender roles are often assumed to be straight and are therefore able to 
avoid being perceived as gay.  Although usually subconscious, people deem conformity 
to socially constructed gender roles important.  People perceived to have breached these 




A case in point is gender “teaching” in school.  Some children believe that bullying along 
gender lines is instrumental; this belief may contribute to the perpetuation of homophobic 
teasing among youth (Baker 2002; Hunter 2008).  A study found that about 45 percent of 
boys and 30 percent of girls thought that bullying served an educative purpose, meaning 
that bullying could “teach” the victims to stop behaving in ways that violate the 
normative gender roles (Hoover, Oliver and Hazler 1992).  Furthermore, the study also 
found that 64 percent of students said that victims brought bullying onto themselves and 
61 percent of students thought that bullying helped the victim be “tougher.” 
 
The “teaching” of normative gender roles demonstrates how undesirable is the 
attachment of homosexual stigma, and why – homosexuality being tied to not doing 
gender right.  Research has shown that about two-thirds of adult population in the U.S. 
hold some sort of negative attitudes towards homosexuality (Herek 2000; Loftus 2001; 
Davies 2004; Shackelford and Besser 2007).  Fortunately, the public’s view about 
homosexuality has improved favorably in the past three decades; and the US Supreme 
Court ruled in favor of marriage equality on June 26, 2015 giving same-sex couples the 
right to marry nationwide (De Vogue and Diamond 2015).  However, negative reactions 
toward the Court’s decision following the ruling are prevalent (Peters 2015; Baume 
2015).  Outlets that encourage homophobic attitudes still abound globally.  In the U.S. 
some states still have laws and policies that make adopting children difficult for them 
(Herek 1991, 2000).   Taken together, the inextricable link between anti-LGBT prejudice 




rigid adherence to the conventional gender rules (Rich 2003; Pascoe 2007) compels this 
project to treat anti-LGBT bullying as a structural issue. 
 
Yet, as Meyer (2014) asserts, because “racism, sexism, and social class inequality make 
possible many forms of anti-queer violence, challenges to these forms of abuse must not 
merely consider homophobia but also account for other dimensions of inequality” (116).  
In a discussion of “intersectional resistance,” Spade (2013) argues that sexuality-only 
scholarship that demands pro-gay right legal reforms (e.g. inclusion of gay victims in the 
definition of hate crime) actually harm many LGBT individuals because “legal equality 
or rights strategies not only fail to address the harms facing intersectionally targeted 
populations but also often shore up and expand systems of violence and control” (1032).  
For example, LGBT activists and gay right advocates do not pay much attention to the 
issues of homelessness and police brutality that disproportionately affect non-white 
LGBT individuals of low economic status and especially transgender people (Spade 
2011).  Critics have pointed out that such activism and advocacy serve to prevent 
victimization of white and middle- to upper-class homosexuals and is not committed to 
feminism, anti-racism, or anti-classism (Spade and Willse 2000).   
 
In sum, the deleterious effects of anti-LGBT bullying are serious and prevalent.  Treating 
such effects as experienced solely by LGBT youth is a mistake, as is assuming that the 
harmful behavior is an isolated issue disconnected from a web of oppression.  As we will 




activism problem’ connect to gender oppression and heteronormativity.  Specifically, OPI 
push two factual details about bullying into the distant background: (1) anti-LGBT bullies 
also target heterosexual students perceived to be gay and (2) hurtful homophobic insults 
are damaging to victims regardless of their sexuality.  Next, however, I will lay out the 








MAKING SOCIAL PROBLEMS 
 
Chapter 2 discussed the deleterious effects of anti-LGBT bullying in schools and the 
extent and reach of the problem.  It also summarized efforts to oppose protections for 
LGBT students against bullying and harassment.  Opposition is a political effort, but it is 
also a discursive one, with intricate claims around problems and non-problems, values 
and ideologies.  In this chapter I review the work of Loseke (2003) on constructing and 
reconstructing social problems. 
 
Objective Conditions and Subjective Worry 
Sociologists observe that objective conditions do not determine public attention and 
concern.  As Loseke (2003) puts it, there is “no necessary relationship between any 
objective indicators (statistics, results of tests) of a social problem conditions and what 
Americans worry about, what politicians focus on, or what television, newspaper, or 
magazines tell us about” (8).  Rather, conditions get worked up as social problems based 
on complex processes.  Loseke defines social problems as conditions that are 
“troublesome, prevalent, can be changed, and should be changed” (7).  The term social 
problem indicates that something is not right.  It refers to conditions considered to be 
wrong and to cause harm.  Social problem also indicates that what is not right is a 
widespread harmful condition, meaning that it has a negative impact on a sizeable 




because it is a condition that is changeable.  People can rectify the negative condition or 
eliminate the harm.   
 
Social problems also involve social structures, forces or villains who create or cause these 
harmful conditions.  Poverty, for example, is a condition in which people cannot afford to 
live a decent life and poor people are the victims of the conditions; drunk driving is a 
condition and drunk drivers are the creators of the condition (Loseke 2003).  Social 
problems constructions cast people or things as responsible.  Thus, much is at stake in 
making social problems.  People are punished or celebrated based on their position vis-à-
vis the problem construction. 
 
Clearly, power is highly relevant to this line of theorizing, and not only because power 
accrues to those positioned “well” relative to social problems.  In addition, people can be 
“ignorant or misguided and it is the experts who are given the privilege of defining what 
it is – and what is not – a social problem” (Loseke 2003:10).  That is, it is people with 
power who have the privilege of constructing and/or re-constructing social problems 
(Berger and Luckmann 1966).  Indeed, in an ever-changing and morally, politically, and 
socially fragmented social world, the privilege and power that hegemonic groups enjoy 
have to be continuously reconstructed and maintained through social problem discourse 





Loseke (2003) also introduces the fact that social conflict shapes social problems 
constructions.  In fact, due to present day “political, social, and moral fragmentation” 
(Loseke 2003:11), it is very difficult for people to reach a moral consensus about how 
things should be in our social world.  As Loseke (2003) explains, “social fragmentation 
leads to moral fragmentation: Americans do not agree on what is moral and immoral” 
(11).  Thus, what is evaluated as moral by one group can be evaluated as immoral by 
another.  
 
Social problems are contestable and contested.  The sometimes fraught, always complex 
work of social problems construction is that of framing. 
 
Framing Social Problems 
How do claim-makers construct the meaning of a social problem and ultimately rally the 
support of audiences?  Loseke (2003) offers an explanation by borrowing Snow and 
Benford’s (1988) framing perspective, though she re-conceptualizes components of the 
framing processes.  The (re)construction of a social problem “involves persuading 
audience members that a particular social problem is more important than all other 
demands on our time, worry, and resources; it involves persuading audience members 
that a particular set of claims about a particular social problem is more believable and 
important than other sets of claims constructing that problem” (Loseke 2003:54).  In 
order to achieve such persuasion, the process of claim-making “involves constructing 




audience members to think and to feel in particular ways” (Loseke 2003:59).  Claim-
makers must construct a social problem frame that assigns meaning to the victim story.  
Snow and Benford’s social problem frame consists of the following components: (1) the 
diagnostic frame identifies the condition (What is the problem? What or who is the 
culprit of the problem?); (2) the motivational frame identifies the reason as to why the 
condition is harmful (Why should we care?); and (3) the prognostic frame identifies the 
solutions to the problem (What should we do?).   
 
Benford and Snow’s (2000) theoretical perspective focuses on collective action.  Loseke 
(2003) is less concerned about social movements than with the claim making strategies 
that construct social problems.  In other words, she sets out to find out how people make 
a social problem appeal to the logic and emotions of audience members through 
discourse.  In particular she emphasizes the construction of images of victims and 
villains.  Loseke’s work treats the framing strategies advanced by Benford and Snow 
(2000) with nuance: simplification, typification, invocation of themes, and the 
construction of moral tales, for example, can effectively shape the way people look at and 
feel about things and ultimately cultivate actions.  The following discussion takes a closer 
look at Loseke’s work on framing social problems.  Loseke identified the following 
strategies – diagnostic framing, motivational framing, and prognostic framing – to 
explain how claim-makers can (re)package a social problem as a morality story, gain 
audience members’ support and encourage them to take particular actions to “win the 




 Diagnostic Framing Strategies   
A diagnostic frame constructs a condition as harmful and wrong and identifies who and 
what is to be blamed and held accountable (Snow and Benford 1988; Loseke 2003).  
While real life experiences are multidimensional and complex, effective claim making 
strategy involves ignoring the multidimensionality and constructing simplistic 
(sometimes unrealistic) diagnostic frames by typifying conditions or individuals (Loseke 
2003).  To use Loseke’s example, some teachers diagnosed public schools’ “failure” 
problem in poor neighborhoods by blaming it on insufficient funding, while others 
blamed it on the parents’ failure to support the teachers.  The two claims suggest simple 
paths to the solution of the problem – just give the schools money, just ask parents to be 
more involved.  However, they do not account for real-life complexity.  For instance, the 
problem could be that schools are overcrowded with students and understaffed, or it 
could that these schools are in low-income communities in which parents with two jobs 
are not able to play an active role in their children’s education, or that the curriculum is 
not interesting or stimulating enough for students.   Thus, depending on the perspective of 
the claim-maker, diagnostic frames can foreground certain information about the source 
of a problem and its harm while concealing others that may be more relevant to the 
problem. 
 
Motivational Framing Strategies  
Once the meaning and the cause of a social problem are constructed through diagnostic 




condition and the problem has to be fixed.  This process is called motivational frame.  
Methods of convincing people that a condition is intolerable can involve appealing to 
audiences both logically and emotionally (Loseke 2003). 
 
Logical Appeal. Claims can appeal to logic through culturally and historically specific 
themes.  Audience members of social problems claims belong to a particular social order.  
A claim is successful because it is appealing to and appropriate for people who 
understand certain cultural themes at a specific time in history.  As Loseke (2003) 
explains, “[c]onstructing problems in particular ways might be highly successful in one 
country at one time yet be totally unsuccessful in the same country at a different time or 
in a different country at the same time” (63).   
 
Numerous cultural themes have resonance even within one society at one point in time 
(e.g., individualism, nationalism, family, etc.).  Motivational frames can construct social 
problem conditions as violating one or more of these themes (Loseke 2003).  Religious 
themes are frequently used in motivational framing strategies.  Although there are many 
religions, all constructions utilizing a religious cultural theme have two common 
characteristics – morality is constructed as a judgment made by a higher order, not by 
humans, and religious morality is specified in pages of authoritative texts such as the 
bible or the Quran (Loseke 2003:66).  Motivational frames that include more than one 





Emotional Appeal.  Claim-makers sometimes also construct effective motivational frames 
via emotional appeal.  The emotional appeal in the construction of motivational frames 
stem from two positions – victims and villains.  Feelings of sympathy or compassion for 
those who are victimized can motivate people to see a condition as a social problem.  As 
well, social problem villains may lead audiences to be “motivated by feelings such as 
hatred, revulsion, hostility, or loathing, (they) can feel the need to seek revenge for the 
harm they created” (Loseke 2003:77). 
 
Motivational frames appealing to emotions can be more effective than those appealing to 
logic.  First, claims that appeal to emotions (i.e., those that encourage people to feel in 
certain ways) are less risky than logically appealing ones (i.e., those that encourage 
people to think in certain ways.)  This is because claims that encourage people to feel in 
certain ways are less likely to encounter challenging questions such as concerning 
objective indicators of villainy.  Second, Loseke suggests that Americans are more 
concerned with feeling than thinking.  Questions like “How should we feel about this?” 
are now more prevalent than questions like “How should we think about this?” (Loseke 
2003:76).  Consider, as Loseke (2003) does, recent national political campaigns.  
Campaigns have emphasized voters’ emotional responses to the candidates’ 
“personalities” as much as their logical assessments of the candidates’ platforms and 






Prognostic Framing Strategies 
Once a social problem and its cause have been identified and audience members are 
motivated to evaluate the problem as intolerable, the last step is to take action to 
eliminate the problem.  Prognostic frames are claims that tell audience members what 
needs to be done.  Prognostic frames construct an action plan and the responsibility to 




Loseke (2003) notes that claims are packaged in terms of stories.  She refers to these as 
“social problems formula stories” (89) or “moral tales” (90).  The stories that set out 
social problems “are about how cultural themes are violated, about how injustices are 
happening to good people” (90-91).  Their plots construct the extreme harm experienced 
by victims; they focus solely on elements that cause the condition of the harm while 
ignoring others that do not.  For example, the story of “at-risk teens” who come from 
single-parent homes attributes the teens’ delinquencies only to their single-parent homes 
and not to other factors that may contribute to the problem such as unstimulating 
curricula or school failures.   
 
The characters in social problem formula stories are narrowly defined.  Typically, the 
victim is the central character in social problem formula stories.  They suffer great 




2003:90).  Villains in social problem formula stories tend to be underdeveloped by 
comparison.  They are constructed as antithetical to victims – “purely evil” (Loseke 
2003:90).  To use Loseke’s example, the “rapist” and the “terrorist” are malignant (90).  
In sum, “while victims are characters who do not harm, villains are characters who only 
do harm” (Loseke 2003:90).        
 
Claim-makers wield the power to label people as either “victims” or “villains” and thus 
encourage moral outrage.  The simplified scopes of moral tales shape audience’s opinions 
and thus rally their support. 
 
Problem Flipping by the Christian Right: A Gap in the Theoretical 
Literature 
Loseke’s (2003) theorizing is applicable to all of the constructions surrounding LGBT 
bullying.  My concern is the framing of the fight-against-anti-LGBT-harassment as a 
social problem.  OPI claim that pro-gay rights organizations and the enumeration policies 
they promote are harmful (Birkey 2010; Curry 2012; McDermott 2012).   
 
Since enumeration policies protecting LGBT send a message that discrimination against 
LGBT is a social problem, OPI would have to reverse that rather successful framing, 
which they have indeed done, claiming to be persecuted by anti-LGBT prevention efforts.  
They have done just that, alleging discrimination and rights infringement, among other 




discrimination track its claims without getting deeply involved in discursive 
accomplishment (Fraser and Kick 2000; Pincus 2003; Goldman 2015).  In effect, I am 
theorizing that phenomenon in terms of social problems framing, wedding the two areas 
of sociology.  Scholars seem not to have probed reversal processes in the context of 
social problems work – what I call problem flipping.  Loseke observes the co-optation of 
other issues – ones that have already met with alarm – by claim-makers.  She describes 
strategies (of diagnostic framing) of piggybacking and domain expansion. 
 
The strategy of constructing a new problem as a different issue of a preexisting social 
problem is called piggybacking (Loseke 2003).  For example, the success of the civil 
rights movement in the United States and specifically the cultural theme of equality have 
made it easier for present-day claim-makers who are fighting for the rights of other 
subordinate groups such as women, gay/lesbians, and disabled.  In Loseke’s framing 
terms, these equality claims have been piggybacked onto the discourse of equal rights for 
racial minorities.  Domain expansion refers to the method that expands the categorical 
content of a previously established social problem (Loseke 2003).  Slavery, for example, 
originally referred to only those who were physically forbidden to leave the bondage 
condition.  The category has recently expanded to include immigrant labor and female 
prostitutes.  Namely, migrant workers and prostitutes have been equated with slave labor 
and slaves to their pimps, respectively. Neither piggybacking nor domain expansion are 




From the communications literature comes the concept of counterpublicity (Asen 2009), 
claims issued by subaltern communities, that “articulate the perception of marginalization 
and enact an oppositional stance toward a broader public” (Duerringer 2013: 312).  
Conservatives’ use of counterpublicity is problematic, as Duerringer (2013) has recently 
noted, given their powerful position: “it is troubling to find individuals and groups that 
occupy the symbolic and economic centers of society calling for counterpublicity” (312).  
For my purposes, counterpublicity does not account for OPI frames, which – as I will 
show – involve alignment with the general public.  
 
Such reversal could be achieved through discourse that typifies and simplifies individuals 
– that is, associating homosexuality with sex-crazed behaviors and the promotion of these 
behaviors instead of individuals with normal lives, healthy interests, and social 
contributions; physical and verbal expressions of disapproval of these deviant behaviors 
are their incontestable right; and enumeration policies are constructed to be a violation of 
such freedom of expression.  Prognostic framing (what action to take) may include 
lodging complaints against pro-LGBT school policies as encouraged by the claim-
makers, voting for politicians who fight for the same cause (e.g. those who introduced 
license-to-bully bill, Don’t Say Gay bill,) or vouching for leaders who have the ability to 
make like-minded opinions heard through audience building or outreach programming. 
 
OPI have woven a social problem formula story into their framing discourse.  OPI’s 




contain only the harm of normalizing homosexuality but not the victims of anti-LGBT 
bullying.  Characters in reverse discrimination stories or persecution rhetorics are 
typically the victims and villains who are simplistically and distortedly constructed.  Such 
simplification and distortion encourage moral outrage.  Reportedly, the victims in the 
social problem formula stories of OPI, for example, are the children who are being 
“brainwashed” into the gay lifestyle and those whose freedom of expression are 
oppressed because discrimination against LGBT people are not allowed; and the villains 
are the ones advocating and doing the “brainwashing” and oppressing  (Birkey 2010; 
Curry 2012; McDermott 2012).  Social problem formula stories are horror stories that 
over-simplify victim experiences.  The purpose of this project is to uncover and examine 
such horror stories as told by claim-makers who oppose the legislation and initiatives that 






RESEARCH ORIENTATION AND METHODS: 
CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL PROBLEM 
CONSTRUCTIONS 
 
As we have just seen, social problems work is complex and it is political.  Thus, critical 
discourse analysis (CDA) is well suited for this research.  CDA systematically 
investigates the discursive processes that claim-makers use to consolidate power (Wodak 
and Meyer 2009).  The deployment of discursive methods as elucidated by CDA is 
discernible in OPI’s framing processes, thereby underscoring the compatibility of 
Loseke’s (2003) theorizing of social problem construction and approaches of CDA.  Also 
shaping my research orientation is symbolic interactionism. 
 
My application of critical discourse analysis (CDA) was inspired by the common 
theoretical premises and philosophical roots it shares with symbolic interactionism, one 
of the offshoots of social constructionism (Schwandt 2003).  Symbolic interactionism is 
premised on the notion that social actors assign meaning to things, behaviors, themselves, 
and others (Howard 2000).  Social actors behave toward or interact with others based on 
the meanings they assign.  Meanings stem from communicative interactions, therefore, 
language plays an essential role (Howard 2000).  Symbolic interactionists focus on the 




Both constructionists and interactionists seek to understand the social world from the 
perspective of social actors who reside in it (Schwandt 1994).  Symbolic interactionists 
are especially interested in the construction of identities, understood as “strategic social 
constructions created through interaction, with social and material consequences” 
(Howard 2000:371).  Such constructions are achieved through language used 
interactively via various forms of media (McAdams 1995).   
 
In this chapter I discuss these various inspirations as well as the study design, sampling 
method, resulting sample of texts and analytical techniques, which entail focused 
attention on representational strategies and narrative. 
 
Sample and Data 
The subjects of this analysis are OPI social problem claim-makers.  They are anti-LGBT 
individuals who say things to define the problem for an audience (diagnosis), to persuade 
that audience that the problem intolerable (motivation), and to construct a solution toward 
which audience members should take action (prognosis).  I used Google, the web search 
engine, to locate web references to statements from renowned anti-gay right 
organizations and individuals.  The key words I used were “religious persecution gay 
bullying,” “conservatives and gay bullying,” “GOP and gay bullying,” “pro homophobic 
bullying,” and “critics of antigay bullying prevention.”  I also learned about these anti-
LGBT groups and individuals via television networks such as MSNBC, CNN, and FOX 




Focus on the Family, Family Watch International, Traditional Values Coalition, The Pray 
in Jesus Name Project, Family Research Council, Americans for Truth About 
Homosexuality, American Family Association, etc.  Additionally, I subscribed to 
Facebook pages that post updates on anti-LGBT rhetorics and emphasize social justice.5  
These pages are The Advocate magazine, Right Wing Watch, The Huffington Post, Media 
Matters, Media Matters for America, AlterNet, The Rachel Maddow Show, Upworthy, 
Think Progress, ATTN, Global Secular Humanist Movement, National Public Radio, 
Human Rights Campaign, GLSEN (the Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network), 
and Freedom from Religion Foundation.  I checked the news feeds of these pages to look 
for the latest OPI rhetorics on a regular basis from early 2010 to late 2014. 
 
While any individuals may be claim-makers, I focused on those who played a prominent 
role in opinion expressing.  I defined ‘prominent role’ as having an existing audience 
base or being given a platform or opportunity to reach out to an audience.  My definition 
also include their claims being available online, such that the public has free and ready 
access to them.   
 
My units of analysis are speech acts.  Data for the project consist of what the claim-
makers said and wrote from 2009 to 2014, that is, from the earliest OPI rhetorics to the 
                                            
5 Facebook served as a “messenger” that helped me locate the public websites for OPI 




latest that I could find.  Most of the data were in text form but if the data were not, for 
example, radio recordings or YouTube video clips, I compiled and transcribed their 
discourses into text documents for analysis; that is, I converted the transcriptions into a 
Word document.  I categorized all of these texts according to their framing processes – 
diagnosis, motivation, and prognosis.  Then, I organized the texts within each frame 
based on themes. 
 
In order to make sure that claims attributed to someone in one source were indeed theirs, 
I referred directly to the actual online transcripts, YouTube recordings, and articles made 
and written by the claim-makers.  In cases where the data was from a news reporting, I 
made sure that the information I obtained was from trusted esteemed journalists or news 
agencies to ensure that the claims were indeed made by particular individuals or 
organizations.  If I could not ascertain the validity of some claim, I discarded the 
information. 
 
I collected 22 texts where speakers communicated at length about bullying and related 
policy.  I assigned an identifier to each of these texts based on the name of the claim 
maker, the date or year, and source.  Throughout this dissertation I use the identifier to 
reference the text that specific claim-makers made.  For example, a claim made by 
Michelle Bachmann is labeled MB1.  In cases where a claim is found on a website 




by the acronym of the website e.g. TT1.  The reference identifiers and sources are listed 
in a table (see Appendix). 
 
I closely examined the data I had collected.  I evaluated how people and issues are 
represented in the texts.  Such representations convey ideas, values and actions without 
overtly stating them (Machin and Mayer 2012).  When it comes to representing people 
and their actions, speakers have a variety of options, or representational strategies 
available to them (Fowler 1991; van Dijk 1993; Fairclough 2003).  I discuss these 
strategies in the following sections. 
 
My main method is to delineate how OPI did diagnostic and motivational framing.  The 
theory of framing I am most influenced by includes a third framing process, prognostic 
framing, which lays out solutions and action strategies (Loseke 2003; Snow and Benford 
1988).  However, I opted to focus on diagnostic and motivational framing in the 
dissertation after analyzing prognostic framing and determining that the processes were 
rather generic.  OPI advised constituents to ‘make their voices heard’, send emails, and 
use statistics in their communications (see Figure 1).  These strategies are not unique to 
OPI: they are common modern-day tactics for social movements.  The content of the 
tactics is redundant of diagnostic and motivational frames.  In short, my analysis is that of 










Figure 1: Excerpt from “Parents Beware: ‘Anti-bullying’ Initiatives are Gay Activists’ 
Latest Tools of Choice for Sneaking Homosexuality Lessons into Classrooms” 








Critical Discourse Analysis: Variations, Inspirations 
Although language may be taken to be a medium of communication and a tool for 
description, discourse analysis is premised on the notion that language is a social practice 
that constructs other social practices (Fairclough 1992; Wood and Kroger 2000; Wodak 
and Meyer 2009).  Discourse does not just reflect what is assumed to be in existence; it 
constitutes the social world in an ongoing way.  Thus, discourse analysis is a research 
method that elucidates the ways discourse constructs and maintains social practices 
(Wood and Kroger 2000).  Treating discourse as social practice means that dialectical 
relationships exist between discourses and the contexts, institutions, and normative 
structures in which the discourses are used (Wodak and Meyer 2009).  When we 
understand these dialectical relationships, not only can we delineate social actors’ belief 
systems and actions, we can also understand the institutional and structural influences 
that shape such belief and actions. 
 
Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is especially concerned with the relationship between 
language and power (Faiclough 1992; van Dijk 1993).  CDA uncovers the way 
“discourse is shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the constructive effects of 
discourse has upon social identities, social relations and systems of knowledge and belief 
(Fairclough 1992:12).  The critical aspect of CDA is its attention to the capacity of 
discourses to sustain power relations that are harmful, whereas discourse analysis, or the 
non-critical approach, does not necessarily look at the roles of power and ideology 




frame of reference, or shared understanding, among discourse participants (Fairclough 
1992).  A non-critical analysis of hetero-centric or homophobic discourses is likely to 
operate on the assumption that the power dynamics and relationships in these discourses 
exist as simply “there” and “available for description” (Fairclough 1992:15), thus 
normalizing ideological practices.  It assumes that the heteronormative way of talking 
about things (such as marriage or gender roles) is the only way.  A critical discourse 
analysis recognizes the construction of the power relations between heterosexuals and 
non-heterosexuals and scrutinizes the way power relations have shaped practices of 
talking about things.  CDA is therefore a highly appropriate method for this project. 
 
Two of the most prominent CDA branches that are relevant to this project are the 
sociocognitive approach and the dialectical-relational approach.  The sociocognitive 
approach advanced by Teun van Dijk (1993) emphasizes the interactions between 
discourse, cognition and society.  The assumption of this approach is that cognition 
mediates the relationship between discursive structures and social structures.  What this 
means is that social actors, while interacting with one another through discourse, draw on 
commonly shared frames of perception; Wodak and Meyer (2009) called such shared 
frames of perception social representations.  They identify three forms of social 
representations germane to discursive interpretations: knowledge, attitudes, and 
ideologies.  The mental frames of language users are a site of interest in research studies 





The sociocognitive approach is relevant to my project because it seeks to investigate, on 
the one hand, how society (or situation) is understood at the local cognitive level – 
namely at the level of audience members and the local institutions in which they engage 
(e.g. religious community), and, on the other hand, what discourse can reveal to us in the 
process of “(re)production and challenge of dominance” (van Dijk 1993:249).  With the 
increasingly prevalent messages about fighting against anti-LGBT bullying problem such 
as those sent out by the media and pop culture, which is part of the local cognitive level, 
OPI’s antigay ideology must be difficult to sustain because acknowledging anti-LGBT 
bullying is wrong means giving in to LGBT rights advocacy, which is unacceptable to 
OPI.  As a result, their rhetorics must resort to some discursive strategies to preserve 
dominance but simultaneously not appear to be the villains themselves.   
 
Specifically, this approach prompted me to attend to the question: How do OPI oppose 
these anti-bullying initiatives without expressing the idea that LGBT youth are not 
worthy of protection?  OPI have two options – either they explicitly express their opinion 
that LGBT youth do not deserve protection, which risks making them appear to be 
villains, or accept enumeration policies and prevention programs that may lead to the loss 
of their heteronormative dominance; both of which are equally undesirable to OPI.   
 
Given the dilemma, it is necessary for OPI to redirect the attention of audience members 
and followers attention away from the victims of anti-LGBT bullying to OPI themselves.  




utility of the sociocognitive approach is thus compatible with by Loseke’s (2003) 
theorizing of social problem construction in that OPI transformed the anti-LGBT bullying 
problem into a Christian persecution story.  This persecution story emphasized the worst-
case-scenario of Christian conservatives being silenced and forced to accept 
homosexuality.  In a nutshell, the sociocognitive approach can uncover OPI’s strategies 
to reproduce and preserve dominance and their challenges.  
 
The second prominent CDA approach is the dialectical-relational approach put forth by 
Norman Fairclough (1992), which seeks to clarify dominance, difference, and resistance 
in the use of language and symbols.  Fairclough’s dialectical-relational approach links 
discourse to larger structures of inequality.  As he states, discourse plays a role in the 
“constitution of all those dimensions of social structures which directly or indirectly 
shape and constrain (discourse)…” (Fairclough 1992:64).  Discourse constructs social 
structures in meaning but, at the same time, social structures shape discourse.  Through 
the reciprocal discourse-structure-discourse relationship, discourses are dialectically 
linked to other social processes including ideological practice that “constitutes, 
naturalizes, sustains and changes significations of the world from diverse positions in 
power relations” (Fairclough 1992:67).  Thus, this approach has a particular interest in 
social inequality experienced by subordinate groups.  The most recent development of 
this approach concerns how social changes at large prompt change in discourses 
(Fairclough 2012).  Fairclough’s dialectical-relational approach is relevant to my project 




discourse.  Similar to the dilemma discussed above, juxtaposed with the increased 
acceptance of homosexuality and the inevitable normalcy of it, harsh descriptors for 
LGBT people such as deviant, immoral, and abnormal would backfire.  Shifting the focus 
from the victimization of anti-LGBT bullying to the victimization of reverse 
discrimination is necessary.  Such focus-shifting is a reconstruction of a preexisting 
social problem; appropriate and adequate explanation of this reconstruction, then, resides 
in Loseke (2003) theoretical work.  To accomplish said shifting, representational 
strategies in claims are effective. 
 
Representational Strategies 
The way in which communicators represent the world, including their actions and the 
actions of others as well as people and circumstances, is at the heart of discursive 
practice.  In this section I will describe transitivity, metaphors and modality as key sites 




Linguistically speaking, transitivity refers to the relationship between a verb and its direct 
object.  In CDA, transitivity allows us to uncover who plays a major role in a claimed 
action and who receives the outcome of the action.  Thus, a CDA approach to analyzing 
transitivity reveals how action is constructed in relation to power (Halliday 1976; Machin 




investigate, transitivity analysis can uncover how the role-switching of bully-victim gets 
accomplished through representation of actions.    
 
Halliday (1976) identified six processes that verbs connote: material, mental, behavioral, 
verbal, relational, and existential.  The three processes most relevant to this project that I 
utilized to scrutinize my data are verbal, relational, and existential.  I explain them as 
follows.  Verbal processes are denoted through the use of the meaning ‘to say’ and its 
synonyms.  Verbal processes consist of three participants – a speaker, a receiver of what 
is said (who can be implied) and a verbiage, which refers to the recounting of what the 
speaker has said.  An example of a speaker in a verbal process would be ‘expert’ in the 
sentence “the expert explained the process.”  A receiver would be ‘me’ in “he told me the 
news.”  And, the verbiage is the statement/object of the verbal process such as ‘a detailed 
account in the sentences “the witness provided the police with a detailed account.”    
 
Thus, the analysis of verbal processes can reveal the power dynamics in the relationship 
between the three participants; meaning that by investigating the verbal processes in 
claims, we can uncover who is given power or discursive agency.  As Machin and Mayr 
(2012:110) explain, “those who are allowed to have a voice in the media may be those 
who have the most power.”  Another descriptor in verbal processes is quoting verbs.  
Quoting verbs describe how people speak such as grumble, whisper, etc. and they can 
convey meanings about what the speaker is saying (Machin and Mayr 2012).  Consider 




 Homosexual activists stated that the suicide was due to homophobic bullying. 
 Homosexual activists claimed that the suicide was due to homophobic bullying. 
The first sentence sounds more neutral than the second.  By using the word claimed 
(second sentence) the speaker implies that there is a possibility that the claim is false and 
it may be contestable.  By examining quoting verbs, we can uncover another way in 
which claim-makers construct the protective strategies designed to stop bullying as 
problematic. 
 
Relational processes uncover the meanings about states of being or having implied by 
claim-makers.  They often state the existence of certain things and individuals in relation 
to other things or individuals.  For example, “he” stands in relation to the state of being 
“a graduate student” in the sentence “He became a graduate student.”  ‘Have’, ‘be’, and 
synonyms such as ‘become’, ‘mean’, ‘represent’ are typically used in relational 
processes.  Relational processes are instrumental in the claim-making that attempts to 
persuade audience members about the harm of a social problem because certain 
statements in these processes might be presented as facts when they are actually the 
opinions of claim-makers (Machin and Mayr 2012).  Consider this statement: “Since 
homosexual conduct is associated with sexual promiscuity, sexually transmitted diseases, 
mental illness, and substance abuse, it qualifies as a behavior that is harmful.”  The words 
“associated with” and “qualifies” are terminology typically used by scientific research 
professionals.  Using these terms can disguise social myths or stereotypes as scientific 




processes to delineate how they deployed the myth-presented-as-fact strategy to attach 
stigma to a LGBT individuals.   
 
Existential processes refer to something taking place as in “there has been an increase in 
bullying incidents.”  Like relational processes, existential processes typically use the verb 
‘to be’ or its synonyms such as ‘exist’ and ‘arise’.  But existential processes consist of 
actions that do not seem to have agency.  Existential processes are instrumental to 
“represent that something exists or happens” and such happenings are inevitable such as 
growing up or the sun rises (Machin and Mayr 2012:110).  I examined the existential 
processes in OPI’s frames to shed light on how they depict heterosexism, homophobia, 
and anti-LGBT attitudes as the norms in the context of anti-LGBT bulling.   
 
Metaphors  
Metaphors are linguistic devices whereby communicators use to explain or depict things 
in reference to others.  As Lakoff and Johnson (1980) put it, “the essence of metaphor in 
understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another” (5).  Metaphors 
allow communicators to explain people, events and experiences in simplified ways and 
persuade listeners to accept the simplified explanation as valid.  Often, metaphors are 
widely used and culturally accepted as natural and commonsensical.  Because they have 
the capacity to shape understandings, but in covert ways, metaphors are ideologically 





Think of the directional cues in metaphors like ‘upward mobility’ and ‘corporate ladder’.  
These metaphors clearly signify what is widely accepted as ideologically ideal, that is, 
high economic status is good.  Metaphors that make spatial references are called 
orientational metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 14).  Orientational metaphors are 
widely used to reflect social order.  They reveal the construction of self in relation to 
others in terms of spatial configuration.  For this reason, I attended to orientational 
metaphors in particular in OPI’s framing processes.     
 
Modality 
Due to the fact that OPI often talk about versions of truth, theirs and those of LGBT 
activists, I analyzed their use of modality in their discourses.  Modality refers to the 
levels of commitment to certainty in language (Machin and Mayr 2012).  The levels of 
commitment coincide with the level of confidence or assertion of certainty.  High or low 
modality reflect high or low levels of commitment respectively.  Examples of verbs with 
high modality are ‘must,’ ‘can,’ or, ‘will.’  Low modality verb formations include ‘I 
believe’, ‘I may’ and ‘I think’ and the use of ‘sort/kind of’.  Examining the use of 
modality can uncover claim-makers’ deliberate ambiguity about certain subjects (Machin 
and Mayr 2012). 
 
Presupposition 
Another way to delineate OPI’s heterosexist views in relation to the opposition to the 




Presuppositions are the foundational meanings assumed to be understood.  To presuppose 
something is a skillful and commonly used way to construct things as “taken for granted 
and stable” without overtly statement to that effect, when in fact they may be ideological 
and open to contestation (Machin and Mayr 2012:137).  By its nature, language is based 
on many presuppositions, including general understandings of words, contextual 
references, and so forth.  When these are politically meaningful, they warrant analysis.   
 
I scrutinized what OPI’s presupposed in their framing discourses.  In doing so, I 
uncovered what was deeply ideological or what reinforced and sustained the 
heteronormative normative structure in OPI’s rhetorics.  By critically analyzing 
presuppositions in their rhetorics, I delineated what got silenced or moved into the 
background.  For example, “Homosexuality is a perversion that destroys traditional 
values.”  Here, what is presented as given and not requiring explanation is that everyone 
is familiar and in agreement with traditional values, and homosexuality is a perversion.  
What gets silenced is the fact that the traditional values and homosexuality as a 




Also central to this project was the analysis of narrative.  Claim-makers use stories to 




In considering OPI’s narrative, I used Labov and Waletzky’s (1976) definition of 
narratives and Richardson’s (1990) elaboration on cultural versus collective narratives.  
Labov and Waletzky (1976) state that narratives are both referential and evaluative.  That 
is, they refer to a sequence of events or happenings (referential) and there is a point in 
telling the sequence of happenings (evaluative).  They identified six components of 
narrative – abstract, orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution, and coda.  
Abstract provides a brief overview of the narrative’s content.  Orientation offers the 
context (e.g. time and place) of the narrative. Complicating action refers to the main 
content of the narrative and it recounts the main sequence of events.  Evaluation is the 
assessment and/or reflection of the narrative’s sequence of events. Resolution is the 
conclusion of the story while coda ties the narrative to the presence.  The evaluation and 
resolution components of OPI moral tales are especially important: their assessment and 
resolution of the reconstructed social problem map, in a methodologically accessible 
way, onto the movement’s diagnostic and prognostic efforts. 
 
According to Richardson (1990), cultural narratives positively represent traditional values 
while negatively reflect marginalized people and their qualities.  Collective narratives are 
stories that have the reverse representations – positively evaluate the qualities of 
previously marginalized people while downplay traditional values.  The increased 
acceptance of LGBT people due to celebrity voicing their support and media’s inclusion 
of LGBT in their programming make up the collective narratives in today’s social world, 




narratives because they do not reflect the marginalized LGBT people positively while 
value the traditional views about them. 
 
An important characteristic of narratives for the project at hand is that they do not require 
verbalization to influence action (Presser and Sandberg 2015).  Claim-makers often use 
“take for granted” stories that are culturally normative without explicitly saying them 
(Presser and Sandberg 2015: 296).  Such cultural stories allude to narratives that claim-
makers presume to be commonly shared and thereby recounting is not required.  Because 
cultural stories presume commonly shared knowledge and do not require recounting, 
narratives are very often fragmented.  Culturally-themed narratives rely on cues and 
tropes that channel audience’s interpretation and attention toward certain familiar paths.  
Thus, “taken-for-granted narratives may be the most impactful insofar as they dominate 
patterns of thought and action” (Presser and Sandberg 2015: 296).  Using the above 
methodological framework, I examined the events storied by OPI, as well as the stories 
that they left out. I also examined how OPI evaluated the events and the way they 
invoked cultural themes in their stories. 
 
In sum, in this chapter, I showed that, through the systematic examination and 
investigation of the discursive processes and methods used by OPI claim-makers, how 
they consolidated power and ideologies could be delineated.  The methodology of critical 
discourse analysis and the sociocognitive and the dialectical-relational approaches, all of 




interactionism and social constructionism, are compatible with Loseke’s (2003) 
theorizing of social problem construction.  I also discussed the design of the study and its 
sampling method.  Lastly, I described the analytical techniques used in the project.   
Various representational strategies, presupposition and narrative are linguistic strategies 
and forms with which claim-makers attempt to persuade audience members without 
explicitly stating their ideologies.  In the following chapters, I present my analytical 
findings.  Through critical discourse analysis of the representational strategies used in 
OPI’s social problem formula stories, I uncovered and elucidated how the heterosexist 






DIAGNOSTIC FRAMING: THE WHAT AND THE WHO 
 
In the new millennium the American public had come to view bullying – whoever its 
victims are – as harmful (Public Agenda 2010).  A rise in suicides, in particular, had 
made bullying a social problem in the U.S.  How did opponents of prevention initiatives 
(OPI) rally support to resist anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts without appearing to 
be pro-bullying? 
 
The answer has to do with discursive strategies, specifics of framing as theorized by 
Loseke (2003).  This chapter examines the discursive strategies that build up OPI’s 
diagnostic frame.  That is, I review the linguistic choices that convey what ‘the problem’ 
is according to OPI and who is to blame: “the meaning and cause of the condition” 
(Loseke 2003:63).  The next chapter attends to motivational framing.   
 
OPI claim-makers minimize harm and victims and naturalize bullying. They also 
construct villainous homosexuality pushers and attribute harms to activism itself.  Both 
strategies are premised on the idea that homosexuality is a behavioral choice.  Various 
choices pertaining to the use of modality, metaphors, presupposition and ambiguous 






Recall that Loseke (2003) outlines three main criteria to be fulfilled in order for a 
situation to be diagnosed as a social problem (6-7). The first is that it is constructed as 
physically or morally harmful. The second is that it negatively affects a substantial 
number of people, and the third is that it both can and should be changed.  OPI cleared 
the ground of a pre-defined social problem, anti-LGBT bullying: they denied that it is a 
social problem.  They did so by undercutting all three criteria: minimizing its harm, 
minimizing number of victims and denying its mutability. 
 
Minimizing Harm  
OPI’s diagnostic frames consistently entailed denial of anti-LGBT bullying’s existence 
and severity.  Anti-LGBT bullying apparently had to be diminished before the social 
problem could be repackaged as something else.  In an interview with ThinkProgess in 
2011, the head of the California Christian Coalition, Robert Newman, also referring to 
suicides of gay teens due to bullying, said, “I hardly think bullying is a real issue in 
schools” (RN1).  On April 4, 2012, Steve Doocy, hosting a television segment on Fox & 
Friends, asked the question “Is bullying really a problem in the United States or is there 
such a focus on bullying that it has now become an exaggerated epidemic?” (SD1).  In a 
radio talk show in 2011, Linda Harvey of Mission America commented on anti-LGBT 




One of the most recognized methods for radical social change is to just 
keep making a fuss and keep pitching a fit.  Even if your cause is 
unworthy and your complaints have little merit, the way the media works 
today, you’ll still get publicity and it will seem as though you will need to 
be taken seriously. And along the way you will attract some less informed 
people to the cause who are easy to manipulate and used for whatever 
purposes are needed. Again, this will make the movement seem valid, 
even if it is not. That’s what homosexual activists are doing today, 
constantly complaining about things that when investigated, are often 
baseless. 
 
As we review Harvey’s verb choices (Halliday 1976), we see that in lieu of more benign, 
certainly in lieu of more authoritative-sounding, verbs that stand in for speaking (e.g., 
contending, proposing, recognizing), she exclusively verbal process forms that imply 
unjustified and even infantile speech: “just keep making a fuss,” “keep pitching a fit,” 
and constantly complaining.”  She qualifies these verbs with adjectives that suggest 
peskiness. 
 
It is also interesting to note how Harvey constructs herself relative to other people.  She is 
the teacher who sees through the activists’ ruse.  Others who are less informed are her 
concern.  Stacey Campfield, a Republican member of the Tennessee Senate, likewise 




interview on January 26, 2012, he commented that the “bullying thing is the biggest lark 
out there” (SC1).   
 
The claim is not that bullying is a lie, but rather that it is insubstantial; to state that 
outright deceit is involved might cast the OPI speakers as too obnoxious.  Even a strong 
statement from Matt Barber, one of the most outspoken of the anti-LGBT Christian 
conservatives, on a 2012 radio program called Faith and Freedom Today, avoids 
accusing anyone of outright deceit.  He calls “mass discrimination” as “something where 
there is no evidence of course against people who are engaged in these behaviors” (MB1 
Tashman).   
 
Minimizing Number of Victims 
Sometimes OPI speakers undertook to minimize the magnitude of the bullying problem 
in terms of victim numbers.  Robert Newman argued that the anti-LGBT bullying issue 
does not warrant any concern, as “there’s no reason to have a special bill for say three 
percent of the population, period” (RN1).  Referring to the Congress’ consideration of 
anti-bullying legislation called the Safe School Improvement Act and the Student 
Nondiscrimination Act in 2011, Linda Harvey said on her radio talk show, “it looks to me 
like two minor-age boys’ names are all over the national media as they become 
convenient tools for homosexual activism” (LH2).   Hence, a paltry two victims – 




semiotic tactics in language to accomplish their communicative goal.  Semiotic choices 
can denote some problem as being much more severe or significant than they really are 
(Machin and Mayr 2012).  As Harvey’s lexical choices demonstrate, the reverse is also 
true – word choices can project the idea that something is far less important or low in 
numbers.  Note her use of “boys’ names.”  This lexical process is a form of demotion that 
reduces the personhood of the victims – just names, not children.   
 
Naturalizing Bullying 
OPI denied that anti-LGBT bullying could be changed on the basis of it being a natural 
pattern among youth.  In 2006, Michelle Bachmann, a Republican member of the United 
States House of Representatives of Minnesota's 6th congressional district at the time, 
commented at a Minnesota Education Committee hearing on legislation that mandated 
anti-bullying policies in schools (MiB1): 
I think for all of us our experience in public schools is there have always been 
bullies, always have been, always will be.  I just don’t know how we’re ever 
going to get to point of zero tolerance and what does it mean?”  She added, “none 
of us like inappropriate behavior.  None of us like sassy children.  But there’s just 
a fact of life that as we grow up, we’re kind of little barbarians when we’re two 
and our process as mothers and fathers is to civilize our children.  I just don’t 




Bachmann’s statement relies heavily on asserting opinion as “fact,” that children are 
essentially “little barbarians.” Bachmann stresses the norm of bullying as generic: “for all 
of us our experience in public schools is there have always been bullies, always have 
been, always will be.”  It is “just a fact of life that as we grow up, we’re kind of little 
barbarians” (emphasis added).  Likewise, Robert Newman argued that bullying is “part of 
the maturational process.”  Since the process is natural, we cannot do anything about it.  
 
Disappearing Bullying 
A radical but rather subtle maneuver is to disappear bullying from OPI discussions 
entirely.  A close discourse analysis permits us to see that the cause of youths’ suicide 
frequently gets utterly reassigned.  Campfield (SC1), for example, excludes the issue of 
bullying completely, as he notes that “there are sexually confused children who could be 
pushed into a lifestyle that I don’t think is appropriate with them and it’s not the norm for 
society, and they don't know how they can get back from that.  I think a lot of times these 
young teens and young children, they find it very hard on themselves and unfortunately 
some of them commit suicide.”  The simple exclusion of the word “bullying” effects a 
clean slate for new problem construction.   
 
The Who 
Coupled with problematizing the ‘what’ of the anti-LGBT bullying issue, OPI 




bullying.  They cast the real troublemakers as the people behind interventions, those with 
a “gay agenda”  to direct kids toward homosexuality and to normalize gender 
nonconformity.  Sometimes bullying was not even explicated as the cause of harm.  
Elsewhere, the activism itself was said to cause bullying.  Either way, the victimizers are 
the activists. 
 
Activists Cause Bullying 
One of the main task of diagnostic frames is to identify who is to blame for the social 
problem.  OPI place the responsibility of bullying problem on LGBT activists. 
 
Pro-Gay, Pro-Bullying Environment 
OPI claim-makers reject the anti-LGBT bullying problem and identify another problem 
in which the harm is normalization and legitimization of homosexuality pushing sexually 
confused children to be gay.  The promoters of homosexuality are to be blamed.  Linda 
Harvey (LH3) wrote an article for Mission: America’s website titled “Bullies Call for a 
Stop to Bullying: Homosexual Activists Misled Our Kids, Once Again.”  In it, she holds 
“homosexual activists” responsible for the bullying problem: 
Bullying and violence is what happens when immoral behavior takes over, and 
people who are possessed by their deviant passions start defining evil as good, 
and good as evil. Then, those who advocate genuine goodness become the 




“preventing bullying,” or stopping “name-calling.”  
 
Barbara Anderson maps an alternative causal pathway to bullying on the Americans for 
the Truth about Homosexuality radio program (BA1).  Representing Minnesota Family 
Council and the Parents Action, who, Anderson claimed, had successfully pressured 
Anoka-Hennepin School District to ban LGBT-inclusive materials.  On this radio show, 
she discussed the issue of anti-gay bullying, which had been a high-profile controversy 
for the school district following nine suicides that LGBT advocates attributed to anti-
LGBT bullying.  Placing the blame on LGBT advocates and anti-LGBT bullying 
prevention initiators, she called them “child corruption” groups, she argued that behind 
bullying is not homophobia but rather LGBT activism.  She stated:  
They (child corruption groups) are creating an environment where these 
children that are sexually confused suddenly become affirmed as a 
homosexual or that they are born that way, and then these kids are locked 
into a lifestyle with their choices limited, and many times this can be 
disastrous to them as they get into the behavior which leads to disease and 
death in some cases.  So, it’s really… They are the ones that are 
contributing to an atmosphere that can even increase bullying as more kids 
get into this kind of a lifestyle. 
 
Anderson asserts that activists themselves are the indirect cause of bullying.  She uses 




assertion.  From other speakers, ambiguous constructions mediate the relationship 
between activist work and harm to LGBT youth including suicides.  Campfield’s (SC1) 
“it” in “they find it very hard on themselves” gestures toward gay teens’ suicides as 
caused not by bullies’ behavior but rather by the LGBT community. 
 
Gay-By-Choice Rhetoric  
Positioning anti-bullying activists as troublemakers who create bullying-conducive 
environments requires an assumption – that people can be led to their sexual orientations.   
Homosexuality is treated not as an identity but, rather, a “lifestyle” that individuals 
acquire.  Without the gay-by-choice presupposition, OPI’s audience would have to accept 
the possibility that homosexuality is a born-this-way identity: the vilification table would 
turn on OPI for protesting the prevention of harm to those on the basis of something they 
cannot help (if they wanted to).  Campfield (SC1) pointed out that children can be 
“pushed” into the homosexual “lifestyle” – “there are sexually confused children who 
could be pushed into a lifestyle that I don’t think is appropriate with them and it's not the 
norm for society, and they don't know how they can get back from that.”  Recall Matt 
Barber’s (MB1) opinion on the ‘mass discrimination’ against LGBT youth: “something 
where there is no evidence of course against people who are engaged in these behaviors.”   
 
The gay-by-choice theme is prevalent.  Referring to the enumeration policy, Linda 
Harvey (LH4) said on her radio show Mission: America on the weekend on March 31, 




kids, no they’re not, if they’re advocating going into this lifestyle, that’s not protection.”  
Her guest on the same show, Barbara Anderson responded: “Absolutely not. In fact, 
when they get into the Gay-Straight Alliances many of the kids get affirmed in this sexual 
behavior which can lead to disease and terrible relationships in the future.” 
 
One form or another, the gay-by-choice assumption can be found in almost every anti-
LGBT claim that OPI have made.  It is fair to say that the gay-by-choice rhetoric is 
crucial in any types of anti-LGBT claims because any acknowledgement of the born-this-
way alternative would render the hate toward and discrimination against non-
heterosexual individuals unjustifiable. 
 
Activists Are Bullies 
In order to construct the justification of hate toward and discrimination against LGBT, 
activists themselves are cast as bullies in some claims.  Campfield (SC1) used 
orientational metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson 1980) to conjure sympathetic victims who 
have been led astray.  Pushing has long been associated with nefarious pressure put on 
youth: think ‘drug pushing’ of the 1980s.  Earlier I quoted Campfield (SC1) on 
disappearing the act of bullying from his evaluation of anti-bullying interventions.  
Concerning the true problem, he stated that “there are sexually confused children who 
could be pushed into a lifestyle that I don’t think is appropriate.”  Although Campfield 




“lifestyle” supposedly being pushed.  It is likely that the increased social acceptability of 
non-heterosexuality curbs his stated disapproval in the context of an otherwise blaming 
statement. 
 
Similarly, the American Family Association (AFA) opposed the annual “Mix It Up” 
(anti-bullying) day campaign by vilifying its organizer Southern Poverty Law Center as 
pusher.  On their website, the AFA wrote in October 2012, “The Southern Poverty Law 
Center is using this project to bully-push its gay agenda, and at the same time intimidate 
and silence students who have a Biblical view of homosexuality.”  I refer to the theme of 
persecution channeled by the allegation of intimidating and silencing people in the next 
chapter.  Here I would stress the orientational metaphor that implies unjust force – 
indeed, bullying.  
 
Activism is associated with words that imply force.  The Issue Analysis Director of 
American Family Association, Bryan Fischer (BF1), criticized the Southern Poverty Law 
Center and its Mix It Up program to ABC News in 2012, saying: 
The problem is pushing the normalization of homosexuality in schools.  
You see the same thing happening with anti-bullying legislation. It winds 
up being used as a hammer to silence Christian students who oppose 





The mixed metaphor of hammers silencing is no trouble for OPI claim-makers.  The 
result is a sure image of force resulting in victimhood. 
 
Diagnostic Frames: Clearing the Way for a New Problem  
To summarize, OPI’s diagnostic frames deny anti-LGBT bullying’s existence and/or 
severity, reconstruct agency, redefine problems, and reassign villain and victim positions.  
These ploys undermine victims’ experiences and disparage intervention efforts.  Such 
anti-LGBT and heterosexist logics become acceptable and justifiable if homosexuality, 








MOTIVATIONAL FRAMING:  
INTENSIFYING THE PERCEPTION OF DANGER  
 
The previous chapter discussed the diagnostic frames of opponents of prevention 
initiatives (OPI).  Diagnostic frames identify what the social problem is and construct 
blame and responsibility for such problem.  I turn now to motivational frames, which 
persuade audiences that the harm inflicted by those responsible for the social problem 
condition is intolerable.  Social problem victims and villains are depicted through logical 
and/or emotional appeals.  Guided by the function of motivational frames, my analysis 
sought to answer two related questions.   
 
First, what do OPI claim is so intolerable about anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts?  
The answer is that they identify three core threats of those efforts: alleging disruption of 
the gender order, infringing upon rights, and sounding a culturally resonant alarm of child 
sexuality.  In addition, OPI refer to the persecution of Christians, conservatives, and the 
anti-LGBT bullies.  Second: How do OPI make that claim in the most compelling way?  








The degradation of deeply held ideological values is highly motivating.  One the most 
potent strategies claim-makers can use to rile up audience members is to emphasize 
threats to basic values – notions of how things should be.  The core threats that OPI make 
an issue out of LGBT activists and anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts are that they 
disrupt the gender order, infringe on rights, and promote child sexuality. 
 
Disrupting the Gender Order 
Pascoe (2011) shows that homophobia foundationally concerns traditional gender ideals 
having been violated.  The commonly understood as antigay slur “faggot” or “fag” is not 
only homophobic; it is strongly gendered.  The slur is typically used to insult straight or 
gay men for being “unmasculine” and it does not necessarily refer to sexual orientation.  
She found that among adolescents man-on-man homosexuality is much more detestable 
than lesbianism.  Similarly, in persuading their audience members about the harm of anti-
LGBT bullying prevention efforts, OPI’s motivational frames revealed an obsession with 
gender conformity.   
 
Several OPI claim-makers spoke of cross-dressing in the same breath as homosexuality.   
Candi Cushman (CC1), the author of the article “Parents Beware: ‘Anti-bullying’ 
Initiatives are Gay Activists’ Latest Tools of Choice for Sneaking Homosexuality 




“translated” for her readers state laws that protect LGBT students from discrimination 
and harassment:  
Specifically, they (homosexual activists) lobby for so-called anti-bullying 
laws that mandate special protections in schools for homosexual-related 
categories.  Most commonly, these categories are “sexual orientation, 
“gender identity” and “gender expression,” which can include protection 
for things like cross-dressing or boys using girls’ bathrooms. 
 
At the 2006 Minnesota Education Committee hearing on legislation that mandated anti-
bullying policies in schools, rejecting the legislation, Michelle Bachmann (MiB1) mused 
about how bullying might be defined, posing the question: “Will it mean that, what form 
of behavior will there be, will we be expecting boys to be girls?” 
 
Opposing bullying is equated with permitting gender nonconformity.  Note that expecting 
boys to be girls is the specter that Bachmann names, and not the reverse, girls being boys.  
Boys’ gender deviance is apparently more loathed.  Witness the fact that males who seem 
to defy gender roles experience more violent victimization than do females (Herek et al. 
1992).  The heteronormative structure dictates that it is more unacceptable for boys to 
cross the gender line than it is for girls.  In the United States, the term ‘cross-dressing’ 
emphasizes men’s gender-bending behavior, rarely women’s.  Women have worn pants, 
trousers, suits and ties, short hair, and had unshaven body and facial hair for decades and 




OPI’s discourse is thus mainly about boys failing to match conventional masculine 
stereotypes.  We might inquire into that gender difference.  Because men are the 
dominant group and masculine characteristics are culturally valued over feminine ones 
(Phoenix, Frosh, and Pattman 2003; Pascoe 2007), men possessing or displaying 
traditionally masculine traits play the important role of a placeholder in the gender order. 
If men did not strictly adhere to the traditional gender order, then the social order would 
be unsettled. 
 
Infringing Upon Rights 
OPI framed anti-LGBT bullying prevention work as harmful to two sorts of rights: 
parental rights to raise children as they see fit, and right to privacy.   
 
TrueTolerance.org (TT1), a website designed to educate Christian conservatives about 
the harm of anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts, provides a document that casts 
religious anti-LGBT bullies and parents, as well as their audience members as the 
victims, titled “Examples of Educational Materials Provided by (Gay) Advocacy Groups 
That Put School Districts in Jeopardy of Violating Constitutional Principles and/or 
Parental Right” (Figure 2).  On their “Make Your Voice Heard” webpage, 
TrueTolerance.org states: “When approaching school officials to discuss the issue of 
bullying, it’s important to have factual information and positive solutions in hand.  We 
believe the best and most effective policies are those that… 3) do not unnecessarily 













in a way that undermines parental rights and students’ religious freedom” (emphasis 
added.)  In her “Parents Beware: ‘Anti-bullying’ Initiatives are Gay Activists’ Latest 
Tools of Choice for Sneaking Homosexuality Lessons into Classrooms,” Candi Cushman 
(CC1) wrote the anti-LGBT bullying prevention program that included diversity 
awareness in school curricula: “The policies are also used to undermine parental rights 
and circumvent traditional marriage laws.  These tactics have been documented across 
the country” (11).  She also “translated” the state laws that protect LGBT students from 
discrimination and harassment as: “State laws and school provisions citing special 
protections for homosexual characteristics trump parental rights and religious freedom” 
(11).  Note that the above claims prioritized the parental rights to reject enumeration 
policy and the inclusion of LGBT-inclusive language in schools materials over LGBT 
youth’s right to be protected against bullying and their safety. 
 
Privacy is another realm of rights discourse in OPI claims.  Specifically, they suggest that 
the presence of transgender students would endanger other students.  Referring to the 
transgender issue that schools may encounter under the subheading “Legal Resources for 
Protecting Students’ Physical Privacy,” TrueTolerance.org (TT1) states that: 
While these students struggling with their gender identity need our compassion 
and to be shown the love of Christ, parents also have the right and responsibility 
to protect their child’s physical privacy. In addition to asking school officials to 




topic, you can firmly request that your child’s privacy rights and safety be 
respected (Figure 3).  
 
The discourse of rights projects the idea that individuals are equal in the eye of the law.  
On that key assumption, we have seen time and again that that discourse advances the 
rights of the privileged at the expense of the rights of the subordinated.  While the notion 
of equal rights is supposed to be all-inclusive, education about and awareness of rights 
are in themselves a form of privilege that only a certain group of people have.  As Brown 
(1995) explains: 
Historically, rights emerged in modernity both as a vehicle of emancipation from 
political disenfranchisement or institutionalized servitude and as a means of 
privileging an emerging bourgeois class within a discourse of formal 
egalitarianism and universal citizenship.  Thus, they emerged both as a means of 
protection against arbitrary use and abuse by sovereign and social power and as a 
mode of securing and naturalizing dominant social powers – class, gender, and so 
forth (99). 
 
Brown’s (1995) critique of rights discourses refers to the social structures that sustain 
inequalities.  Those in power, by virtue of those structures, define what rights are and to 










Figure 3: Excerpt from TrueTolerance.org’s “Legal Resources for Protecting Students’ 







but define all the terms and set all the conditions surrounding those rights.  Moving 
beyond these data, it is illuminating that ‘parental rights’ would only, in OPI’s conception 
of things, refer to the rights of individuals whose parenthood they sanction, and not, for 
example, to gay non-biological parents.   
 
Endangering Children 
The future is bleak in the event of anti-bullying legislation passing.  For example, 
Bachmann (MiB1) asked: “Will it get to the point where we are completely stifling free 
speech and expression?”  Even more pressing is the endangerment of children.  OPI 
claim-makers evoke an urgency about putting kids in danger.  An example comes from 
Harvey (LH3): 
Homosexual activism is very, very destructive.  It is creating – while 
taking in the moral high ground or trying to and saying it’s all about rights 
and so on – no, they’re undermining sanity, morality, security for our kids.   
 
“Kids” are a privileged category: “our kids” even more so.  Every possible categorical 
element of the lives of kids – “sanity, morality, security” – is jeopardized by this enemy. 
Accordingly, Cushman (CC1) described a Minnesota diversity training lesson plan this 
way: “Children find themselves forced to ‘create some families with adults of the same 
gender’ and to ‘make decisions about whether to label the adults as two mothers’.”  




government using bullying prevention as a tool to force approval of homosexuality and 
gender bending on children, teachers and families.” 
 
Child endangerment is also linked to sexually transmitted diseases.  In her article, “A 
Safe Place for Kids to Learn Homosexual Sex,” written for Mission America’s website, 
Harvey (LH3) warns parents about the “danger” of LGBT youth community centers, 
whose mission is to help LGBT youth deal with a variety of issues including bullying: 
“what in the world are we doing exposing kids to opportunities to get involved in 
practices that are spreading an epidemic disease?”  She explains: 
[T]his summer, a traveling group of HIV positive young adults called “Hope’s 
Voice” will be visiting these centers all over the country, giving speeches, 
interacting with local kids, talking about “safe sex” and condom use – and 
affirming the homosexual lifestyle. As a part of this tour and other contacts with 
local AIDS groups, your sixth grader could get a free HIV test right then and 
there, without your consent or knowledge. 
 
Recall Bayley’s (1991) criteria of victimhood in Chapter 1.  The privileged category of 
children warrants moral entitlement to concern because such powerless group is 
noticeably indefensible in the face of danger.  A specific way of endangering children – 
one with its own potent resonance – is the promotion of child sexuality, which I turn to 





Promoting Child Sexuality  
OPI cue attention to the highly sensitive issue of child sexuality.  In order to do so, they 
channel a common stereotype about LGBT – that homosexuality is all about sex.  As 
Harvey (LH3) sarcastically impersonates gay activists this way: “SEX! Yeah, we (gay 
activists) know you’re (LGBT youth) doing it. But how safe are you? We could all use 
info on sexy new ways to use condoms and barriers. We’ll have open, honest, judgment-
free conversations about sex toys, oral sex, bare-backing, mixing sex and drugs, how to 
keep it safe and advocate for yourself during group sex, anonymous sex, and sex on the 
go! We’ll have something for everyone!” 
 
Tony Perkins, the president of the Family Research Council, wrote that “homosexual 
activist groups like GLSEN (the Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network) are 
exploiting these tragedies to push their agenda of demanding not only tolerance of 
homosexual individuals, but active affirmation of homosexual conduct and their efforts to 
redefine the family” (TP1).  Bryan Fischer said to the ABC News in 2012, “these anti-
bullying policies become a mechanism for punishing Christian students who believe that 
homosexual behavior is not something that should be normalized” (BF1).  Matt Barber 
went on the airwaves in 2011 to explain why victims of anti-LGBT bullying committed 
suicide: “Kids who are engaging in homosexual behavior often look inward and know 
that what they are doing is unnatural, is wrong, is immoral, and so they become depressed 
and the instances of suicide can rise there as well” (MB1).  Matt Barber said in his radio 




that we are advocating violence against people who engage in these aberrant sexual 
behaviors, that is of course not the case.”   
 
These associations of homosexuality and sexual behavior lead to positioning activists as 
promoters of the latter.  Cushman (CC1), for example, referred to curbing anti-LGBT 
bullying efforts as “introducing controversial, sexual topics” to students: “Recognize that 
bullying and peer abuse is wrong and should be stopped.  But this can and should be done 
without politicizing classrooms and introducing controversial, sexual topics to children.” 
 
In her article, “A Safe Place for Kids to Learn Homosexual Sex,”  Harvey emphasizes 
that “[t]hese misguided (LGBT) youth can adopt this high-risk identity and become 
sexually involved with peers and/or older homosexuals, all without a parent’s or 
guardian’s knowledge or even an objective bystander to watch over them” (LH3).  Note 
that Harvey even invokes the image of pedophilia, a special moral panic surrounding 
adult encouragement of youths’ sexual conduct.   
 
These hot-button issues compel, but so too do the ways in which they are talked about.  
They are talked about in the form of stories or, more accurately, references to stories. 
 
CLAIM OF PERSECUTION 
A persecution theme ran through OPI rhetoric and made what they had to say very 




and prevention initiatives as a sequence of events in her radio talk show in 2011, she 
concluded that “they (homosexual activists) will push aside the rights of others as if the 
constitutional religious or free speech liberties of other people don’t matter” (LH4).  
Bachmann’s (MiB1) statement that activists are “completely stifling free speech and 
expression” and that their efforts mean that “state laws and school provisions citing 
special protections for homosexual characteristics trump parental rights and religious 
freedoms” also alleged victimization at the hands of LGBT activists.   
 
TrueTolerance.org (TT1) casts religious anti-LGBT bullies and parents, as well as their 
audience members as the victims in their “Examples of Educational Materials Provided 
by (Gay) Advocacy Groups That Put School Districts in Jeopardy of Violating 
Constitutional Principles and/or Parental Right” (Figure 4).  Its unidentified author warns 
that the prevention efforts would “present negative portrayals of some religions and/or 
give favorable portrayals of other religious or spiritual beliefs” and “promote school 
activities that would single out or ostracize religious and/or socially conservative 
students.” 
 
Ostracism typically refers to the banishment or social rejection experienced by pariahs or 
social outcasts.  Ostracism is formal or informal punishment implemented by authorities 
or dominant majorities.  Historically, LGBT individuals are such social outcasts (D’ 
Emilio 1983; Clendinen and Nagourney 1999; Johnson 2004).  Anti-LGBT 







Figure 4: Excerpt from TrueTolerance.org’s “Examples of Educational Materials 
Provided by (Gay) Advocacy Groups That Put School Districts in Jeopardy of Violating 




say that OPI hijacked the language that is typically used to describe LGBT experiences.  
OPI do not articulate in their claims that religious policies have been used to marginalize 
and alienate not just LGBT students but also Christian and non-Christian students who do 
not oppose the acceptance of homosexuality.  
 
In 2012, Matt Barber said in a radio broadcast, Faith & Freedom, that LGBT activists use 
anti-LGBT bullying prevention initiatives “to force, to compel nations and individuals 
and groups and churches that embrace traditional values, relative to sexual behavior, to 
push them into the closet and say ‘no, no, you have to adopt a full affirmation of these 
perversions” (MB1).  Note the description of being pushed into “the closet”  
which borrows LGBT language to piggyback on LGBT ostracism is evident in Barber’s 
statement.  The verbs used – “force,” “compel,” “accuse,” “punish,” and “push” – 
connote violence and coercion.  These verb choices position OPI and their audience 
members as the ones being unjustly oppressed thereby casting themselves, their audience 
members, and the anti-LGBT bullies as the victims.  Be it actual or fabricated, unjust 
victimizations tend to provoke anger when one is at the receiving end of such 
victimization.  By hitting the emotional nerve, the strategy of role-switching here 
intensifies the intolerability of anti-LGBT bullying prevention.   
 
When something of value is destroyed or regarded as worthless, the victim suffers, hence 
potential anger provocation.  As Harvey pointed out in a radio show in 2011, “it’s time 




traditional values, and all that talk about tolerance and respect only goes one way” (LH2).  
When a group of people is depicted as having the ability to “destroy traditional values,” 
they are represented as powerful.  When traditional values are destroyed by such 
powerful villains, it is upsetting for people who treasure such values.  These value-
destroying claims hit an emotional nerve in that they do not just align audience members 
with the constructed victims suffering from the injustice, they cast the audience members 
who treasure traditional values as the victims.   
 
The hijacking of ostracism language and the expansion of meaning of ostracism are 
consistent with Loseke’s (2003) conceptualization of piggybacking and domain 
expansion.  Piggybacking refers to borrowing issues from other social problems to 
construct new problems making the newly constructed problem seem familiar to 
audiences; domain expansion refers to the categorical content of a previously established 
social problem being expanded to cover the harm of a new social problem.  Thus, OPI’s 
persecution narratives are moral tales that make LGBT community appear to be the 
dominant oppressors and OPI and anti-LGBT bullies the subordinated victims.  The 
ostracism story, or the persecution narrative, accomplished the task of perpetrator-victim 
role switching and casting audience as the victim.  
 
MORAL TALES AND METAPHORS 
Some discursive forms are uniquely powerful for mobilizing and motivating action – for 




1980) are among these.  OPI communicated about core threats and persecution using 
these forms.   
 
Stories 
Narrative place persons, actions and conditions – their connections and their evolution 
over time – within a meaningful framework (Loseke 2003; Presser 2009; Sandberg 2012, 
2013).  Social identities, or characters who undertake actions and have experiences, are 
essential to any story.  The punishment story, or persecution narrative, was common, with 
clear victim and villain characters.  Presser (2013) writes: “Stories provide a way of 
understanding experience and motivate behavior in light of the story” (9).  She adds: 
“Other linguistic devices, including idioms, reasons, and metaphors, also affect 
motivation” (9). 
 
A metaphor concerning war was salient in OPI rhetoric.  For example, Cushman 
described the incorporation of LGBT issues in school curricula as a “culture war.”  She 
wrote: “After all, gay activists realize that if they can capture the hearts and minds of the 
next generation, they will, for all practical purposes, have won the culture war” (CC1).  
Barber claimed that “homosexual activists” used anti-LGBT bullying prevention 
initiatives “as a Trojan Horse to force, to compel nations and individuals and groups and 
churches that embrace traditional values… to push them into the closet and say ‘no, no, 
you have to adopt a full affirmation of these (homosexual) perversions” (MB1).  




2011 by calling the prevention efforts “the Trojan Horse of anti-bullying program” 
(LH2).  The Trojan Horse is a symbol of a moral tale, and specifically a tale of extreme 
victimization and injustice – the Trojan War.   
 
The Trojan War refers to events in Turkey during the Bronze Age.  The Trojan Horse 
was the decoy that the Greeks and their allies used to invade the city of Troy, where they 
ultimately defeated the Trojans.  After an unsuccessful ten-year siege, the Greeks and 
their allies constructed a gigantic wooden horse, which was disguised as a gift to the 
Trojan deities.  A select force of soldiers hid inside.  When the Greeks invaded the city, 
they defeated the Trojans through mass murder, rape, and enslavement.  The Trojan War 
story thus concerns Greece’s victory as a result of trickery and injustice.   
 
The Trojan Horse reference is a creative and effective maneuver in OPI’s motivational 
framing process because it hits the audience’s emotional nerve.  Today’s audiences to the 
Trojan War story would be sympathetic toward the victims of mass murder, rape, and 
enslavement.  OPI place themselves in the position of the Trojan victims, with 
“homosexual activists” the villainous Greeks, given to violence and deceit.  Such an 
appeal is more effective if audiences are cast as victims – or can relate very closely to the 
victims.   
 
The use of metaphors cuing victimhood was not restricted to warfare.  Some storied 




warning about the danger of LGBT youth community centers in her “Safe Place for Kids 
to Learn Homosexual Sex,” Harvey (LH3) says: “Preying on vulnerable teens and pre-
teens, these centers provide instant access by homosexual adults to kids who have the 
unfounded notion they are ‘gay.’”  Here, casting LGBT youth as the “prey” of a predator, 
Harvey tells a violent story ambush and consumption.  Using the same theme of 
predation and violent attack, in her other article, “Bullies Call for a Stop to Bullying: 
Homosexual Activists Misled Our Kids, Once Again,” Harvey (LH3) casts OPI 
themselves as the prey of “attack dogs”:  “But rather than simply ignore those with whom 
they disagree, homosexual activists become attack-dogs out of the blue at Christian and 
conservative events all over America.” 
 
The use of “out of the blue” suggests ambush and predation, and Christians and 
conservatives are the prey.  OPI’s persecution narrative tells a story of victimization.  In 
it, the violent predators, i.e. LGBT activists, ambush, hunt and attack unsuspecting 
victims – that is, OPI. 
 
Summary: Creating the Hype 
OPI’s motivational claims relied on allegations that LGBT activism would threaten core 
values – disrupting the gender order, infringing on rights, harming children and 
promoting their sexual behavior) and persecute.  Those claims were made via 





OPI’s combination of war stories and metaphors suggests an upset social order.  As 
Presser (2012) has shown in regard to mass murderer Jim David Adkisson, the conjuring 
of a world gone completely awry can be very powerful.  The perceived seizure of 
religious freedom is a disruption of social order.  Such perceived seizure is an intolerable 
injustice for OPI. 
 
Although OPI are very generous in their victim-casting, the persecution rhetoric is anti-
diversity.  The victims of persecution are a huge and broad array of people, as when 
Barber observes that “nations and individuals and groups and churches that embrace 
traditional values” are being forced to accept homosexuality.  However, the victims or the 
presumed majority consists of only one type of people – Christian and/or socially 
conservatives.  Fortunately, OPI’s discourse, as well as heteronormativity, can be 
challenged and neutralized.  In my next, conclusion chapter, I will discuss the importance 
of diversity awareness and some policy implications.  The key findings of this project is 










CONCLUSIONS: CONSTRUCTIONISM, DISCOURSE, AND 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
When I was first introduced to the work of Fairclough (1992), one of the pioneers of 
critical discourse analysis, I was profoundly reminded of an observation I had just made 
about a discursive change in religious conservatives’ antigay discourse.  As mentioned in 
Chapter 1, the antigay discourse in the United States once derogated LGBT, describing 
them as deviant, sinful, immoral, and unnatural (D’Emilio 1983; Clendinen and 
Nagourney 1999; Johnson 2004).  The contemporary message is quite different: if 
religious conservatives cannot express their prejudice toward and discriminate against 
LGBT individuals, their freedom of expression and/or religion is violated.  In this new 
discourse, they cast themselves in the victim role.  I attribute the discursive change to 
increased public acceptance of LGBT individuals om the Wests, particularly the resulting 
resentment toward the discrimination that LGBT individuals have endured.  The above 
observation sensitized me to Fairclough’s (1992) insight that social change goes hand in 
hand with discursive change. 
 
Change is ongoing.  In the final stages of writing this dissertation, the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled in favor of marriage equality (June 26, 2015).  Same-sex couples now have 
the right to marry nationwide, marking a historic victory for gay rights advocates and 




ruling, social and Christian conservatives’ persecution rhetorics have more rampant and 
abundantly discernable (Jackson 2015; Miller 2015).  Yet, some Republicans have 
demonstrated a remarkable discursive flexibility, with evident acceptance of the Supreme 
Court’s ruling (French 2015).  For example, U.S. House of Representatives Speaker John 
Boehner, a Republican from Ohio, and U.S. Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell, a 
Republican from Kentucky, both indicated that fighting the ruling was not likely to be a 
priority for the Republican-led Congress (French 2015).  Lindsey Graham, the 
Republican Senator of South Carolina who was one of the most outspoken anti-LGBT 
rights politicians, said on NBC’s “Meet the Press” that the Republican party should 
“accept the court’s ruling” and change the party’s official platform about same-sex 
marriage, which, in 2012, read: “We reaffirm our support for a Constitutional amendment 
defining marriage as the union of one man and a woman.”  Otherwise, he warned, the 
current position would hurt the party’s presidential run in 2016 (NBC News 2015). 
 
Of course, discourses of marriage equality and discourses of anti-LGBT bullying are not 
the same thing.  However, in the context of LGBT rights, Graham’s change of position 
demonstrates what can be achieved by winning a social problems game on an 
institutional level, marriage equality activists having achieved their win via civil rights, 
tolerance and acceptance discourses (Hull 2001).  It would be a mistake to ignore the 






This chapter discusses such a discursive relationship in the context of anti-LGBT 
bullying social problem.  I review the key findings of my analysis and the significance of 
these findings, and offer some suggestions for policy making that takes an interest in 
neutralizing the inequality-constructing effects of heteronormative discourse. 
 
Key Findings 
Because enumeration policies protecting LGBT explicitly declares that discrimination 
against LGBT is a social problem, OPI would have to reverse such a claim and take 
ownership of it.  Such reversal was achieved through discourse.  I found that an 
elementary requirement of problem flipping is to disqualify the harm claimed in a pre-
existing social problem.  That is, OPI diminish the harm of anti-LGBT bullying so that it 
could clear the way to a new problem.  OPI’s diagnostic frames denied the existence and 
severity of anti-LGBT bullying.  Sometimes their diagnostic frames minimized the 
magnitude of the bullying problem in terms of victim numbers.  Bullying was also 
naturalized: it allegedly cannot be changed because it is part of the developmental 
process.  A more subtle discursive maneuver in OPI’s diagnostic frame was to disappear 
bullying from the discussion altogether.  My second key finding is that they channeled a 
gay-by-choice rhetoric, which has the effect of justifying aversion toward non-
heterosexual individuals unjustifiable.  OPI’s next task in their diagnostic frames was to 
identify who was to blame.  They rejected the anti-LGBT bullying problem and identified 
another problem in which LGBT activists normalized homosexuality pushing sexually 




discrimination against LGBT, they cast LGBT activists themselves are as bullies.  OPI’s 
claims are based on the gay-by-choice rhetoric in that homosexuality is something people 
choose to be or be pushed into it.   
 
The gay-by-choice rhetoric is also found in their motivational frames.  OPI called 
attention to the highly sensitive issue of child sexuality; that is, promoting child sexuality 
was one of the core threats in prevention initiatives.  OPI equated raising awareness about 
heteronormativity and diversity of family structures with teaching schools kid gay sex 
thereby pushing them in the gay lifestyle.  If homosexuality is viewed as a born-this-way 
identity instead of the gay-by-choice, sexual behavior, then, the hateful attitude toward 
non-heterosexuals and the discrimination against them could not be justifiably fostered 
and encouraged.  Other core threats and features of OPI’s motivating frames were 
disrupting the gender order and infringement upon rights, as well as persecution rhetoric.   
 
Thus, like Pascoe (2011), homophobia in OPI activism had much to do with a concern for 
traditional gender ideals having been violated.  Homophobia is gendered.  Pascoe (2011) 
also found that among adolescents, man-on-man homosexuality is much more detestable 
than lesbianism.  My analysis supports such a conclusion.  In persuading their audience 
members about the harm of anti-LGBT bullying prevention efforts, OPI’s motivational 
frames revealed an obsession with gender conformity; particularly, about boys using 
girls’ bathroom and cross dressing, both of which have unsettle masculinity.  Boys 




explaining why gender policing is more prevalent for boys and why boys find antigay 
slurs imposed on them more upsetting than other kinds of insults such as weight or 
intelligence. 
 
The last key finding is about victimhood construction.  I found that OPI deployed three 
constructions around victimhood in their framing processes.  The first was the denial of 
victimization in anti-LGBT bullying.  The second was the victimization of innocents – 
namely, the children who are led to have gay sex.  OPI used the metaphor of predation to 
powerfully represent such victimization of innocent children.  The third was the victim 
role in which OPI cast themselves and their audience members, made vivid via metaphors 
and stories.  Casting audience members as the victims was effective in riling them up.  
OPI used war metaphors; a particular (Trojan) war was a commanding narrative cue.  
 
Policy Implications 
In order to direct empathy from anti-LGBT bullying victims to anti-LGBT bullies and 
OPI themselves, OPI’s framing processes foreground what serves their rhetorical 
function while backgrounding what would defeat it.  In order to counteract OPI’s mono-
dimensional and stereotypical representations of LGBT people, anti-LGBT bullying 
prevention efforts should include scientific claims that debunk the myths that have been 
constructed by OPI.  Solving the anti-LGBT bullying problem requires the efforts to curb 
the ignorance that OPI has been fostering.  Efforts that raise awareness about the 




counter ignorance.  On the institutional level, school officials, teachers, and policymakers 
should be informed of the truth about anti-LGBT bullying, thus countering OPI’s biased 
portrayals of LGBT individuals.   
 
The appreciation of equity and diversity can be fostered through awareness raising, 
critical education, and open dialogue.  The goal is to challenge the existing 
heteronormative structure and encourage active discussions that curb anti-LGBT 
prejudice and discrimination among students.  In addition, issues of social (in)justice and 
the interaction of dominant and subordinate groups should be incorporated into curricula 
because these educational settings are where conflict-resolving skills such as negotiation 
through open dialogues are learned.  Interventions into anti-LGBT bullying should 
continue to promote multiculturalism, equity, and diversity, emphasize empathy, and the 
importance of combatting stereotypes about LGBT individuals.  Welcoming and safe 
environments at schools sill help students achieve their full potentials.   
 
Whereas some of this material may encourage appreciation of others’ rights,  
a framework of gay and lesbian politics that is premised solely on individual rights is not 
a feasible option for equality – in his study, transgender equality, but the point can be 
generalized.  Spade (2011) argues that such a framework should instead pay attention to 
the unequal distribution of “life chances” as a result of social organizations that prioritize 
lives based on a hierarchal order.  In other words, advocates should invest their efforts in 




individuals can thrive instead of fighting for rights based on mono-dimensional 
categories (Spade 2011).  Spade’s (2011) examples of administrative producers of 
unequal “life chances” include identity documents, sex-segregated facilities, health care 
system, etc.  Via Spade’s research, transgender politics has been brought out of single-
issue isolation.   
 
An integrative approach is one that goes beyond single-issue isolation such as 
homophobia and sexism and includes the multidimensionality of identities and social 
structures.  The advocacy of equality for all non-heterosexual people should cultivate the 
willingness to understand the hardship experienced by the marginalized and subjugated 
and, ultimately, the capacity to empathize with them.  The best way to cultivate such 
willingness and capacity is through raising the awareness about the undeniable existence 
of diversity in our social life, the mechanisms that produce privilege and inequalities, and 
the possibilities of social change.  Such awareness can foster the recognition of the 
inequalities perpetuated in the heteronormative structure, potential discriminators can 
fully understand the plight of non-heterosexual and gender-nonconforming youth falling 
victim to anti-LGBT bullying thus neutralizing their hatred and discrimination.  
 
Rights advocacy and the cultivation of empathy through awareness raising are discursive 
undertakings.  Social actors gain knowledge and understanding about the world through 
discourse, an idea fundamental to the perspective of social constructionism.  According to 




are neither a priori nor unchangeable (Goffman 1963; Berger and Luckmann 1996; 
Schwandt 1994; Loseke 2003).   
 
Drawing from works on intersectionality and social constructionism, I support 
Crenshaw’s (1991) notion that mono-categorical thinking cannot meet the needs of the 
subordinates – in this case, anti-LGBT bully victims; instead, what is useful is the 
demonstration of how multiple systems of power construct and sustain the 
heteronormativity that endorses bullying.  Crenshaw (1991) calls for a particular 
epistemological premise for the perspective of social construction of knowledge – that is, 
studies of social inequality should focus not just on the experience of devalued 
individuals but also on the standpoint of the society as a whole.  Systems of power create 
distinctive social contexts of inequities in which disempowered identities – namely, 
actual and perceived LGBT youth – are oppressed and subjugated.  Discourse shapes 
identities and influence beliefs, consciousness, and actions; and, conversely, discourse is 
affected by them (Carr 1985, 1986).  Knowledge construction is an ongoing project 
(Goffman 1963; Berger and Luckmann 1996; Schwandt 1994; Loseke 2003; Collins 
2009).  Such ongoing enterprise offers us a chance to produce knowledge that not just 
embraces equity and diversity but also neutralizes the hate directed at LGBT people.  
Achieving social justice for anti-LGBT bullying victims requires understanding 





Gender roles and heterosexism that perpetuate anti-LGBT bullying are intertwined.  It is 
important for school officials and teachers to be aware of both the harmful effects of anti-
LGBT bullying and the interplay of heterosexism and rigid gender expectations in the 
school environment.  Anti-LGBT bullying intervention and prevention are vital but they 
are not sufficient.   
 
Based on their study in 2009 in Dane County, Wisconsin, Birkett, Espelage, and Koenig 
(2009) argued that in addition to prevention of bullying, the improvement of the school 
climate by reducing homophobic and heterosexist attitudes in schools is essential 
(Birkett, Espelage, and Koenig 2009).  They further argued that anti-homophobia and 
anti-heterosexism efforts in schools to improve school climate should include not just 
students’ attitudes but also the attitudes of teachers’ and administrators’.  School policies 
should also visibly reflect such efforts, for example, websites and handbook for teachers 
(Birkett, Espelage, and Koenig 2009). 
 
Other studies draw similar conclusions.  Effective prevention and intervention can be 
accomplished by changing students’ cognitions and attitudes about bullying (Doll and 
Swearer 2006; Orpinas and Horne 2006).  Swearer, Turner, and Givens (2008) found that 
normative culture perpetuated by peers that attached negative views to LGBT children 
encouraged high acceptance levels of anti-LGBT bullying.  The rigidity of gender 
expectations also contributes to the bullying of LGBT and gender-nonconforming 




build a climate that is supportive of students not conforming to the gender stereotypes 
such as boys who are in theater and girls who lift weights (Swearer, Turner, and Givens 
2008).  In light of the above studies, intervention and prevention initiatives to curb anti-
LGBT bullying will not suffice.  Diversity, difference and inclusion in early childhood 
education are essential to the reduction of homophobic and heterosexist attitudes and 
reversal of high acceptance levels of anti-LGBT bullying among children (Orpinas and 
Horne 2006).  In sum, awareness of heteronormativity is the key to unlocking the rigidity 
of heterosexist and gender expectations. 
 
Scholars such as Riggs and Patterson (2009) argue that if the media’s depictions of 
LGBT people and their lives in positive ways are limited, then, the diversity of LGBT 
individuals will remain invisible.  Also, if the discussions and awareness of 
heteronormativity remain absent, then, ignorance about LGBT lives and anti-LGBT 
stigmas that lead to prejudice, discrimination, and violence will go on.  Thus, the 
dialogues about homophobic and anti-LGBT biases and discriminations must bring 
heteronormativity to the surface.  Tellingly, Grzanka and Mann (2014) found that 
heteronormativity is so deeply engrained in American society that even the “It Gets 
Better” campaign channels heteronormative discourses, such as by encouraging suicidal 
LGBT youth to get used to oppression and heteronormativity while the gay version of 
lasting happiness and success that mirror the white, heterosexual, middle class standards 





OPI play a major role in the reinforcement of heteronormative values and ideologies.  
The understanding of the heteronormative construction is imperative for future studies on 
LGBT youth suicide, anti-LGBT bullying, prejudice, and discrimination, as well as anti-
LGBT hate crimes, because studies that seek to understand the construction of 
heteronormativity can shed light on how to curb the harmful effects of the normative 
structure.  Thus, the structure of homophobia demands further investigation.  As Monk 
(2009) contends, the study of anti-LGBT bullying is “inherently and inevitably a political 
project” (191).   Understanding the epic themes and powerful devices of OPI discourse 
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